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ABSTRACT
ENHANCING COLLEGE STUDENTS’ JOB SEARCH SKILLS AND MOTIVATION:
A TEST OF A TECHNOLOGY-MEDIATED JOB SEARCH INTERVENTION
Christopher J. Budnick, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Larissa K. Barber, Director

College students are often unprepared for the job market after graduation,
resulting in employment lapses or underemployment in terms of minimum-wage
jobs. Yet limited research exists on how to provide effective job search
interventions for this unique population of new job entrants balancing academic
and job search activities. Therefore, I examined the efficacy of a technologymediated job search intervention for undergraduate students (N = 112). Drawing
on motivation, job search processes, and past intervention theory and research, I
tested if an online job search intervention improved: 1) job search self-efficacy, 2)
career adapt-ability resources, and 3) job search behavior frequency and quality.
Results from the longitudinal intervention design with random assignment to
condition did not identify significant increases in self-efficacy, concern, curiosity,
confidence, or control from pre-intervention to one month after the intervention.
The intervention also reduced the overall frequency of effort, preparatory job
search behavior, and active job search behavior. However, exploratory analyses
identified a significant Concern by Curiosity by Control interaction on job search
behaviors. When participants reported high control, mismatches between concern
and curiosity (i.e., low/high, high/low) predicted less effort and fewer preparatory

and active job search behaviors. Implications of this study for future research and
intervention designs are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Recent criticisms accuse universities of failing to adequately prepare graduates for the
professional job market. The popular press has questioned higher education’s value when a
degree does not facilitate quality employment (e.g., Downey, 2013). For example, there are
claims that 284,000 American college graduates held minimum-wage jobs during 2012
(Weissmann, 2013). In fact, some college graduates do appear underprepared for their job
search. One-third of graduates report that they should have started their pre-graduation job search
activities much sooner than they did (“College Days, Reconsidered,” 2014). Equipping college
students to navigate the job market is critical to students’ future career success. Job search
interventions geared toward students may help achieve this goal.
Yet little evidence exists concerning how to best design a job search intervention for
college students. A recent meta-analysis on the job search intervention literature identified only
nine intervention studies (of 47) focused on students (Liu, Huang, & Wang, 2014). However,
some studies sampled students holding either more (e.g., M.A. students and graduates; Koen,
Klehe, & Van Vianen, 2012) or less (e.g., high school students; Latham & Budworth, 2006)
education than undergraduate students typically have. Others focused on at-risk student
populations (e.g., special education students [Bergquist, 1982], Native North Americans [Latham
& Budworth, 2006]). Studies that do examine college students tend to focus on interview rather
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than general job skills training (Hall, Jackson Gradt, Goetz, & Musu-Gillette, 2011; Jackson,
Hall, Rowe, & Daniels, 2009). The limited evidence concerning typical undergraduate students’
response to job search interventions is particularly problematic because younger job seekers (i.e.,
< 35 years) benefitted the most from interventions that enhanced both job search skills and
motivation (Liu et al., 2014).
College students tend to be younger than the average population (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2015) and newer entrants to the job market (Turban, Stevens, & Lee, 2009).
Yet many students do not fit well within the traditional four-year-degree student category. Metaanalytic findings also indicate that job search interventions significantly increase employment
odds for middle-aged and older job seekers (i.e., 35 years or older; Liu et al., 2014). Older and/or
nontraditional students are likely engaging in career transitions and might not be skilled in
seeking jobs in a new or different professional market. Although the focus of the current research
is on typical four-year degree-program students, given those results, job search interventions
might also particularly benefit nontraditional and/or older college students. Thus, training college
students on job search preparation and engagement might yield substantial benefits regardless of
age.
This research examined an online job search intervention’s ability to improve students’
job search behaviors. Building on theories of motivation, self-regulation, career development,
and the job search, I discuss how a technology-mediated job search intervention can improve
skill development and motivation. I also discuss how skill development and motivation could
increase the frequency and/or quality of job search behaviors, which in turn should increase
employment. Investigating the efficacy of an online job search intervention aimed at college
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students addresses critical knowledge gaps in the job search and intervention literatures (Liu et
al., 2014).

Job Search Intervention Components: Skill Development and Motivation Enhancement
An effective job search intervention should benefit students’ first job market entry and
their future career transitions. Market entry is facilitated by identifying immediate employment
prospects. For example, completing career self-assessments during the intervention should lead
to the identification of relevant job information and opportunities (Boswell, Zimmerman, &
Swider, 2012; Linnehan & Blau, 1998). Such exercises also could benefit students’ future careers
by influencing career trajectories and long-term outcomes (e.g., pay, promotions; Orazem,
Werbel, & McElroy, 2003; Yang & Gysbers, 2007). Students who have positive job search
experiences using information gained through an intervention might use the same search process
in subsequent career transitions. Thus, an effective job search intervention can prepare college
students for future career or job transitions in addition to their professional job market entry.
Numerous approaches to job search interventions exist. Interventions might incorporate
lecturing, role modeling, demonstration videos, or have an expert personally supervise an
individual’s search activities (Liu et al., 2014). Past effective job search interventions have
typically used a combination of methods to improve job seekers’ employment outcomes (e.g.,
Koen et al., 2012; Latham & Budworth, 2006). Importantly, effective interventions use a
combination of methods and exercises directed at two key ingredients: developing job search
skills and increasing job search motivation (Liu et al., 2014; see Table 1). Each of those
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ingredients, including the theoretical rationale for why they are effective, is discussed more
extensively in the following sections.
Table 1: Focal Aspects of the Proposed Student Job Search Intervention and Example
Behaviors Related to Those Processes.
Job Search Skills

Preparatory Macro-Level Fit Processes

Identify personal skills, interests, and
values
Research and choose a career field

Preparatory Micro-Level Fit Processes

Identify specific job openings in
chosen career field
Prepare for the application and
interview process
Making 'cold calls'

Active Search Behaviors

Seeking referrals from social networks
Motivation
Enhancement

Goal Setting

Specific, Measureable, Achievable,
Relevant, and Time-Bound

Time Management

Scheduling and planning of time to
accommodate job search activities

When engaging the professional employment market new entrants lack familiarity with
its unstructured context (Turban et al., 2009). They are also still developing and refining career
preferences and goals (Saks & Ashforth, 2002). New entrants might not be skilled in obtaining
job leads using multiple sources, developing strong professional social networks, and/or
preparing application materials. To be successful, student job seekers must possess useful job
search knowledge and skills, as they are prerequisite to a quality job search process (Van Hooft,
Wanberg, & Hoye, 2013).
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Lacking adequate skills could reduce search strategy effectiveness or effort by limiting
job seekers’ self-regulatory resources. Contemporary conceptualizations view the job search as a
self-regulated behavior energized by an employment goal (Kanfer, Wanberg, & Kantrowitz,
2001; Liu et al., 2014; Van Hooft et al., 2013). From that perspective, to be effective job seekers
must cognitively possess and understand the behaviors that are required during the job search
and remain affectively motivated to achieve their employment goal. Research from the selfregulatory perspective typically focuses on job search quantity – the frequency of behaviors and
effort expended toward finding employment. However, recent attention has turned to the role of
job search process quality. One model – the cyclical self-regulatory model of job search process
quality – proposes that a quality search involves four cyclical phases (Van Hooft et al., 2013):
goal establishment, goal pursuit planning, goal striving, and reflection. Engaging in these phases’
activities should result in quality job search products (e.g., vacancy search quality, networking
quality; Van Hooft et al., 2013) that lead to employment offers.
The self-regulatory model is consistent with other theories regarding the successful
implementation of goal-directed behaviors. For example, Phase I involves establishing and
committing to a clear goal. The ability of goals to direct behavior is well established in goal
setting research (Locke & Latham, 2002). Although non-conscious self-regulation does not
require a goal, conscious self-regulation cannot occur without one (Van Hooft et al., 2013).
Goals are required to self-regulate unfamiliar behaviors and when in difficult, challenging
contexts (Ouellette & Wood, 1998). Job seekers describe the job search as challenging
(Wanberg, Basbug, Van Hooft, & Samtani, 2012); for student job seekers, that challenge is likely
exacerbated due to their unfamiliarity with the job search’s unstructured context (Turban et al.,
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2009). Training students to effectively set goals should help students to set an appropriate
objective toward which to self-regulate.
Phase II of the cyclical self-regulatory model of job search process quality centers on
goal pursuit planning. Job seekers select a goal pursuit strategy, form intentions to use diverse
tactics, prioritize goals, and set deadlines (Van Hooft et al., 2013). Job search skills training
could be highly instrumental during this phase, as that training can drive the strategies and tactics
used during an ongoing job search. Without knowledge of or training in job search skills,
graduating students might have reduced odds of finding employment. For example, a student
who is unaware of effective methods for locating open positions fitting his/her skill set might
expend large amounts of time looking for a job through ineffective avenues. Similarly, a student
might enter an interview unprepared, potentially reducing her/his odds of success, due to an
inadequate understanding of effective responses to common interview questions. Thus, teaching
effective job search skills could improve students’ job search strategy effectiveness.
Goal striving is the model’s third phase, which involves self-regulating attention,
emotions, and behavior while shielding and maintaining goal progress. Two broad resources
underlie successful self-regulation: performance capacity (i.e., task-relevant knowledge and
skills) and task-directed resource allocation (i.e., task motivation; e.g., Karoly, 1993; Latham &
Locke, 1991). A lack of resources, such as task-relevant knowledge, can be one of the main
barriers to a successful job search (Liu et al., 2014). Increasing college students’ resources for
the job search might be especially beneficial due to their relatively young age (National Center
for Education Statistics, 2015) and lack of familiarity with the job market (Turban et al., 2009).
In fact, researchers have suggested that job search skills are an important predictor of
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employment success (e.g., Saks, 2006; Wanberg, Hough, & Song, 2002; Wanberg, Kanfer, &
Banas, 2000), and meta-analysis confirms that teaching such skills improves employment odds
(Liu et al., 2014). For example, one study reported that assertive job search skills positively
predicted future employment status (Schmit, Amel, & Ryan, 1993). Additionally, job search
skills training is an important and often-included component in many effective job search
interventions (Liu et al., 2014; Van Hooft et al., 2013). Thus, an online job search intervention
that teaches effective job search skills should increase personal resources to facilitate selfregulation during the search process.
Along with goal setting and strategy choice, job search skills also involve both
preparatory and active search activities. Preparatory behaviors can further be divided into macroand micro-level fit processes that promote active job search behaviors (e.g., completing
applications, contacting organizations; see Table 1). Macro-level fit processes facilitate the
identification of a desired career area and how it fits with an individual’s training, interests, and
values. Individuals first locate information about the job market in their relevant field, including
information such as potential employment fields, salary and benefit information, and current
labor pool information. That process should lead to the individual choosing a career direction.
Micro-level fit processes include skills such as how to identify specific job openings for which
one’s skills might be relevant. This may also include how to identify relevant job openings using
multiple sources (e.g., online platforms, social networks).
Preparatory job search skills training should also provide information about effective
self-presentation. Job seekers’ self-presentation during the application and interview process is
critical for influencing their odds of being hired or rejected (Higgins & Judge, 2004). Therefore,

8
job search interventions that improve job seekers’ self-presentation should increase their chances
of being hired (Liu et al., 2014). A job search intervention might provide information about
dress, grooming, resume writing, and/or interview preparation (Liu et al., 2014).
Active job search behaviors are actions completed specifically to further the goal of
securing employment. Contacting organizations to arrange information interviews, making “cold
calls” or follow-up calls about job opportunities, and seeking information about job prospects or
referrals from former employers (Liu et al., 2014) are each active job search behaviors. Research
demonstrates that being proactive in the job search significantly associates with job search
success (Brown et al., 2003; Schmit et al., 1993).
In line with the cyclical self-regulatory model of job search process quality, participants
completing the tested intervention were taught about effective job search skills. They completed
exercises, like those found on various online resources such as O*Net, to identify relevant
personal characteristics. They also learned how to align those characteristics to job description
requirements using an exercise developed for use when teaching undergraduate research
assistants about preparing for their post-graduation job search. Those exercises were instrumental
later in the intervention when participants practiced preparing a response to a common
interviewer question drawn from a list of questions provided to students by Northern Illinois
University’s Careers Services. Participants also learned the adaptive value of engaging in active
search behaviors. For example, they were taught to use multiple (and provided URLs to some)
sources for locating open positions. In addition to specific search tactics, intervention
participants learned to plan and structure their job search using empirically confirmed goal
setting and goal pursuit planning techniques (Lawlor & Hornyak, 2012; Locke & Latham, 2002).
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Instructing job seekers in each of the areas discussed above within a single intervention is
necessary for that intervention’s success. For example, one might find it difficult to teach job
seekers how to best present their skills to employers if job seekers are not first taught how to
identify and demonstrate their strengths. Similarly, an intervention might teach job seekers how
to prepare for an employment interview, but if job seekers are unfamiliar with effective
preparatory and active job search behaviors they might have difficulty even reaching the
interview stage. Each of the exercises mentioned above are consistent with those used in past
face-to-face interventions; this study simply categorized those exercises as falling under either
the umbrella of skill development or motivation enhancement (per Liu et al., 2014). Although
structured to be highly consistent with traditional face-to-face interventions lasting multiple
hours over multiple days (e.g., Koen et al., 2012), this intervention lasted approximately one
hour. If an online intervention facilitates the same job search behaviors as traditional face-to-face
interventions in less time, such an intervention would provide a time- and cost-effective method
for training large numbers of job seekers. Given that empirical evidence concerning the
effectiveness of technology-mediated job search interventions in any population has yet to
emerge (Liu et al., 2014), this research was an initial step toward filling that knowledge gap.
Job search skills training will help new entrant job seekers understand how to prepare and
actively conduct their job search activities. Increasing job seekers’ performance capacity (i.e.,
task-relevant knowledge and skills) resource should improve the quality of job search behaviors.
For example, this intervention aimed to improve students’ knowledge of how to best provide
position-relevant information on applications and during interviews. The intervention’s job
search skills training also included information on how to best manage time and direct attention,
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which are other valuable resources. Consistent with the cyclical self-regulatory model of job
search process quality, an effective job search intervention should help participants establish
goals, plan goal pursuit, improve goal striving, and evaluate that process (Van Hooft et al.,
2013). Those behaviors, when specifically focused on the job search, can also be considered a
type of meta-skill. That is, they reflect an understanding of how to scaffold and execute the job
search, as well as how to determine which specific search tactics to use and when to use them.
Not only does the provision of job search skills actively increase that personal resource, but it
can also help job seekers to better allocate other job search-related resources (e.g., time,
attention) during the search process. Essentially, job search skills training provides job seekers
with cognitive knowledge about how to set adaptive goals, choose strategies to pursue those
goals, and structure their time to allow for goal pursuit.

Self-Efficacy as a Proxy for Job Search Skills

Student job search progress could falter if students are not confident that they can engage
in a quality search process. Simply possessing job search skills does not necessarily suggest that
those skills will be utilized (Van Hooft et al., 2013). Student job seekers may struggle with selfregulating their job search process if their job search self-efficacy – the belief that they can
effectively engage in job search behaviors to obtain employment (Saks & Ashforth, 1999) – is
low.
High confidence or self-efficacy levels are beneficial to a quality job search process as
they help shield and maintain goal progress. Social cognitive theory posits that self-efficacy
influences self-regulation through goal setting, self-monitoring, progress discrepancy

11
assessments, and causal attribution formation (Bandura, 1986). One specific component common
to many theories of self-regulation is the self-monitoring of progress. Large negative progress
discrepancies and/or low progress velocity motivate increased effort expenditure toward goal
obtainment (e.g., Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). However,
goal-striving efforts are only expected to increase under those circumstances for individuals who
are confident (i.e., self-efficacious) in their ability to obtain the goal (Bandura, 1991). In the job
search context, individuals might experience high levels of affective motivation if they
experience fear or urgency (i.e., concern) when considering their job search. However, that
affective motivation should only benefit those individuals to the degree that they are confident
that they have the knowledge and skills required to capitalize on that fear or urgency. If job
seekers lack self-efficacy, affective motivations might lead to withdrawal rather than approach
behaviors. Individuals with higher self-efficacy also tend to set higher goals that foster
commitment and persistence in the face of obstacles; that is, they are motivated to achieve the
given objective. Importantly, job search self-efficacy is a positive predictor of employment
success (Kanfer et al., 2001). Therefore, a student-focused job search intervention should
increase self-efficacy through the provision and practice of job search skills.
Consistent with the cyclical self-regulatory model of job search process quality, this
intervention attempted to increase students’ self-efficacy by training goal setting and
prioritization techniques using specific time management methods that encourage a planned and
organized process (e.g., list making, scheduling; Macan, 1994). Both prioritizing and deadline
setting are proposed to be key for a high-quality job search (Van Hooft et al., 2013). Distal goals,
such as securing employment, are often most successfully completed when undergirded by
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proximal goals (e.g., apply for four jobs this week). In fact, proximal goals increase self-efficacy
for distal goal achievement (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Stock & Cervone, 1990). Proximal goals
also foster persistence and performance satisfaction (Stock & Cervone, 1990). Self-generated
deadlines are also useful as they reduce procrastination and improve performance (Ariely &
Wertenbroch, 2002) and thus should benefit job seekers completing tasks that often induce
negative affect, such as the job search (Wanberg et al., 2012). Goal setting is important to time
management and is one job search intervention component instrumental for facilitating effective
self-regulation (Latham & Locke, 1991). Therefore, this intervention provided student job
seekers with goal pursuit strategies and taught the importance of goal prioritization and deadline
setting.
Successfully setting and achieving goals is only one method (i.e., enactive
attainment/mastery) of increasing self-efficacy. According to social cognitive theory, other
methods of increasing self-efficacy are through vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and
emotional states (Bandura, 1986). Different job search interventions have used each of those
sources to boost self-efficacy (Liu et al., 2014). For example, verbal self-persuasion training
teaches job seekers to alter negative self-statements to positive ones (Liu et al., 2014). Past job
search interventions have successfully increased participants’ self-efficacy and employment
probability using verbal self-persuasion training (Brown et al., 2003; Millman & Latham, 2001;
Yanar, Budworth, & Latham, 2009).
Coupled with the enactive mastery obtained by completing the intervention’s exercises,
this research additionally incorporated vicarious experience and verbal persuasion to boost
participants’ self-efficacy. Throughout the intervention, participants read examples of (fictional)
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individuals using the skills being trained. I expected participants to vicariously experience that
process while reading those examples. At the intervention’s conclusion, verbal persuasion was
used to highlight clearly how the intervention had improved students’ preparation for the job
market. Students reflected on what they learned and how they were going to apply that
knowledge to their job search, which represents the cyclical self-regulatory model of job search
process quality’s fourth phase. The use of reflection has been shown to be instrumental for
encouraging training use in future situations (Aguinis & Kraiger, 2009). According to social
cognitive theory this should also increase intervention participants’ self-efficacy through both
vicarious experience and persuasion (Bandura, 1986).
Job search self-efficacy seems the most proximal predictor of whether an individual uses
his/her job search skills. Both high-self-efficacy individuals with few job search skills and lowself-efficacy individuals with many job search skills seem likely to have difficulties conducting
their search. The former individuals likely will not use an optimal process due to a lack of
knowledge and skill. The latter individuals’ job search might falter or even fail to initiate due to
their lack of confidence in their knowledge or skill. In fact, self-efficacy seems critical for the
transfer of training (Tannenbaum, Mathieu, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1991) and might bring
about stable behavioral changes (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). More than three decades of research
confirms that job search self-efficacy predicts job search behaviors. Accordingly, some form of
self-efficacy training is typically included in successful face-to-face job search interventions
(Kanfer et al., 2001; Saks, Zikic, & Koen, 2015). Therefore, in this research, job search selfefficacy stood proxy for participants’ job search skill development. Job search self-efficacy
reflects individuals’ cognitive belief (i.e., confidence) that they possess the skills necessary to
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effectively conduct a job search. I expected that the intervention would develop students’ job
search skills as reflected in increased self-efficacy. Therefore, I predicted:
H1: College students completing the job search intervention will report higher job search
skills development (i.e., job search self-efficacy and confidence) than control condition
participants.

Job Search Motivation Enhancement

Another perspective on job search interventions is that they should provide resources to
manage career transitions–also known as career adapt-ability resources (CAARs; Savickas &
Porfeli, 2012). Career construction theory proposes four CAARs that support and facilitate (i.e.,
motivate) successful career transitions (Savickas, 1997, 2005). An adaptable student job seeker
1) should show concern about her/his post-graduation career trajectory, 2) exhibit curiosity by
exploring various career options, 3) seize control by actively engaging in the job search, and 4)
have greater confidence from a better understanding of the self and the job market (Savickas &
Porfeli, 2012). Concern, curiosity, and control can each be viewed as motivational or affective
self-regulatory resources. Regarding the cyclical self-regulatory model of job search process
quality, concern is the affective component that motivates job seekers to select and commit to a
clear goal. Curiosity is the affective component that leads job seekers to explore various
strategies and form specific intentions to achieve that goal. Control is clearly reflected in the
goal-striving phase where job seekers are required to exert self-control over their attention,
thoughts, and behaviors. The confidence CAAR is consistent with self-efficacy, which was
discussed in-depth previously and therefore will act as a proxy for job search skills development.
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One prior study tested an intervention directly aimed at increasing master’s level
students’ CAARs (Koen et al., 2012). That intervention had four focal sections completed over
eight and a half hours. The first sections focused on training job search skills. For example, the
participants engaged in exercises to help them identify their career-related values and interests.
Although not explicitly stated, sections three and four focused on motivation enhancement
exercises; students used the information recorded during the first two sections to develop a
general plan (concern) and specific action plans for achieving those goals (control; Koen et al.,
2012).
The intervention with master’s students provided some initial evidence concerning the
efficacy of a job search intervention to increase CAARs, suggesting that CAARs are malleable
as originally proposed by career construction theory (Savickas, 1997, 2005). Within individuals,
an overall increase in concern, control, and curiosity (i.e., affective motivational resources) was
observed post-intervention relative to pre-intervention. Within the no intervention control group,
concern did not increase over time and both control and curiosity decreased at the six-month
follow-up (Koen et al., 2012).
Those results suggest that although a student-focused job search intervention might
slightly increase job search motivation immediately, the real benefit is that job search
interventions can help inoculate participants against motivation declines as the job search
progresses over time (Koen et al., 2012). Even if job seekers possess substantial job search
knowledge and skills, their motivation might falter as the job search progresses. As noted, I
expected job search self-efficacy to remain higher following the intervention due to enactive
mastery processes (Bandura, 1991). However even the best equipped job seekers might find that
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their motivation decreases over time. They might become less curious about available openings,
less concerned with the fit of the position to their personal characteristics, or feel they have less
control over the job search process even when convinced that they have the necessary knowledge
and skills (i.e., self-efficacy is high). Whereas job search self-efficacy reflects individuals’
cognitive belief that they can effectively conduct a job search, CAARs reflect the more affective
aspects of motivational processes. Importantly, both performance capacity (i.e., job search skills)
and resource allocation (i.e., motivation) resources, in tandem, are reported to best improve
employment odds (Liu et al., 2014).
In this research, the intervention was expected to enhance motivation by increasing
participants’ CAARs through various interactive exercises. After first reading about the necessity
of beginning their job search sooner than later, students read a list of common job search
challenges identified in past qualitative research (Wanberg et al., 2012). They then rank-ordered
that list, with the challenges they most expected to encounter listed first. Highlighting the
necessity of beginning their search sooner rather than later and demonstrating the variety of
difficulties likely to be encountered during that search was expected to encourage concern. Then
participants learned about and engaged in exercises designed to identify their skills and interests,
which should have increased curiosity. Training participants in adaptive goal setting, goal
prioritization, and planning should also have fostered a sense of control. As the CAAR
components of concern, curiosity, and control reflect affective motivational resources, they acted
as proxies measuring motivation enhancement. Given past theorizing and intervention research
concerning CAAR components, I predicted that:
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H2: College students completing the job search intervention will report higher job search
motivation (i.e., CAARs: concern, curiosity, and control) compared to control condition
participants.

The Necessity of Simultaneously Developing Job Search Skills and Motivation
Improving students’ job search skills is only the first step in encouraging increased job
search behaviors. In addition to job search skills, job seekers benefit from increased affective
motivation. Indeed, meta-analysis indicates that developing intervention participants’ job search
skills and motivation simultaneously is critical to an effective job search intervention (Liu et al.,
2014). Although high-self-efficacy individuals might be cognitively confident that they can
effectively conduct a job search, they might not be energized to move toward their employment
goals. For example, if job seekers do not affectively experience concern or urgency to engage in
job search behaviors, no amount of cognitive confidence is likely to energize persistent goaldirected action. Alternatively, only enhancing affective motivations might result in increased job
search behaviors; however, those behaviors are unlikely to be of high quality if job seekers do
not possess quality job search skills. Therefore, job search skills training will provide students
with the requisite knowledge and skill to conduct a quality job search while enhancing affective
motivation to energize job search behaviors and foster persistence when completing tasks
directed toward achieving the employment goal. In sum, to be the most effective and to best
promote job search behaviors, job search interventions must improve both job search skills and
motivation (Liu et al., 2014).
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Effects of Job Search Interventions on the Frequency of Job Search Behaviors

Developing job search skills and motivation might only benefit intervention participants
to the degree that those factors result in increased job search behaviors. For example, following
an intervention, participants might apply for a greater number of positions, submit more resumes,
or complete more job interviews with prospective employers than individuals who do not receive
job search training. Although not central to the current research, it is important to note that job
search behaviors’ association with successfully securing employment is well established (Saks,
2006; Saks & Ashforth, 1999, 2000). One method of successfully increasing active job search
behaviors is to increase perceptions of personal control (van Ryn & Vinokur, 1992). In the tested
intervention, participants were trained to use empirically confirmed time management
techniques. Individuals who practice time management tend to perceive themselves as having
greater control over their time (i.e., personal control; Macan, 1994). Additionally, this
intervention tried to increase control by training participants in effective goal-setting techniques
(Latham & Locke, 1991; Lawlor & Hornyak, 2012), which is consistent with initial research that
successfully increased control perceptions using a face-to-face intervention design (Koen et al.,
2012). Therefore, I predicted that:
H3: Participants completing the job search intervention will report more (a) job search
effort, (b) preparatory job search behaviors, and (c) active job search behaviors on their
job search than participants in the control condition.
H4: Individuals’ (a) skill development (i.e., self-efficacy, confidence) and (b) motivation
enhancement (i.e., curiosity, concern, control) will mediate the relationship between the
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job search intervention and the frequency of participants’ job search behaviors (i.e.,
preparatory, active, general effort; see Figure 1).

Skill
Development
Self-Efficacy
Confidence
Job Search
Intervention

Motivation
Enhancement
Concern
Curiosity
Control

Job Search
Behavior
Frequency
Preparatory
Active
General Effort

Figure 1. Full hypothesized mediation model predicting the frequency of job search
behaviors.

Effects of Job Search Interventions on the Quality of Job Search Behaviors

Increasing job search behaviors should improve the odds of successfully securing
employment (Saks, 2006; Saks & Ashforth, 1999, 2000). However, increased job search
behaviors might indicate that a job seeker is simply attempting to find any job, rather than a
good-fitting job. Initial research focused on increasing intervention participants’ CAARs found
that after six months, intervention participants did not have significantly higher employment
rates than control condition participants (Koen et al., 2012). Yet, those who secured employment
reported higher employment quality than control condition participants reported (i.e., higher job
satisfaction, person-organization fit, career success, and lower turnover intentions; Koen et al.,
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2012). Even though statistically equivalent numbers of participants in both conditions secured
employment, the observed employment quality differences suggest that the intervention
participants might have engaged in a higher quality job search process. Control condition
participants might have completed more applications, contacted more organizations, and/or
received more interviews to land any job they could obtain. Alternatively, intervention
participants may have better focused their job search efforts on a few positions that best fit their
qualifications, interests, and values rather than on just finding any job. Both of those approaches
could result in similar employment rates but lower employment quality for control as compared
to intervention participants.
However, that study only obtained data pertaining to employment status (i.e., employed
or unemployed) and employment quality six months after the intervention (i.e., job satisfaction,
turnover intentions, person-organization fit, career success; Koen et al., 2012). Although that
research provides valuable initial information about an intervention’s ability to train CAARs,
neither the incorporated measures nor data collection time frame allows for a more proximal
examination of participants’ job search behaviors that might explain employment quality
differences. To better understand how job search interventions influence students’ job search,
research must assess the behaviors that most proximally reflect quality job search activities.
Accordingly, the job search literature has shifted to focusing on more proximal outcomes, such
as those occurring during the search process (Van Hooft et al., 2013). Recent theorizing suggests
high-quality job search processes result in high-quality products as reflected in the outcomes of
those behaviors (e.g., number of job interviews, number of job offers; Van Hooft et al., 2013).
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Building on that work, this research examined proximal job search behaviors relating
specifically to active job search activities. Participants reported how frequently they directed
their active job search behaviors at positions that fit very well with their personal characteristics
and at positions they greatly desired to obtain, rather than at any available job opening. Better
understanding what behaviors student job seekers engage in and how they direct those behaviors
during the early stages of their job search will be informative to future intervention designers as
well as individuals assisting students to achieve career success. Thus, I predicted:
H5: Intervention participants will report more search behaviors directed at employment
positions representing (a) a good fit to their personal characteristics and (b) positions
they highly desire as compared to control condition participants.
H6: Individuals’ (a) skill development (i.e., self-efficacy, confidence) and (b) motivation
enhancement (i.e., curiosity, concern, control) will mediate the relationship between the
job search intervention and the quality of participants’ active job search behaviors (i.e.,
active behaviors directed at good-fitting and/or highly desired positions; see Figure 2).

Skill
Development
Self-Efficacy
Confidence
Job Search
Intervention

Motivation
Enhancement
Concern
Curiosity
Control

Active Job
Search
Behavior
Quality
Fit
Desirability

Figure 2. Full hypothesized mediation model predicting quality active job search
behavior.

CHAPTER 2
METHOD

A recent meta-analysis reports that job search interventions aimed at typical college
students are underrepresented in the job search intervention literature. Additionally, there was
little evidence available concerning the efficacy of technology-mediated job search interventions
in any population (Liu et al., 2014). Thus, participants in this study completed an online job
search intervention focused on increasing their job search skills and motivation. Next, I describe
the intervention module followed by the general procedures and measures.

Intervention Delivery and Design

The online intervention session lasted approximately 60 minutes, depending on
individual reading and exercise completion times. The online intervention module spanned four
sections as described next.

Section 1: The Job Search Experience

Student job seekers first learned about the multi-step job search process. They read that to
be successful in their job search they should reflect, explore, target, and perform (see Appendix
D). Students read about common job search difficulties represented in the literature, those
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difficulties’ definitions, and examples of their manifestation (see Table 2) as identified by
qualitative research (Wanberg et al., 2012). They then rank-ordered that information based on the
degree to which they expected to experience each challenge.

Table 2: Job Search Difficulties, Definitions, and Examples as Reported in Past Research
Job Search Difficulty

Definition

Examples

Lack of professionalism,
competence, or efficiency

Lack of professionalism,
knowledge, skill, helpfulness, and
effectiveness of recruiters,
interviewers, and human resources
personnel

Last minute interview
cancellations, slow process,
failure to let job seekers know
they were not selected

Inaccurate advertising and/or job
descriptions/information

Lack of accurate, up-to-date, and
informative job postings

Misleading job descriptions,
inaccurate information, changes in
job information after posting job
opening

Social network

Challenges related to a job
seeker's social network of friends,
colleagues, family, and other
personal contacts

A network that is unwilling to
help, not having access to the
"right" people, difficulty finding
good networking events

Depersonalization

Identifying and applying to jobs is
primarily technology driven and
involves little human contact

Computers screen applications
and resumes rather than humans,
rare to receive a reply unless
contacted for an interview

Monotony

The job search involves often
boring repetitive tasks

Completing multiple online
applications, repeatedly
researching organizations,
inefficient online tools

Uncertainty

Unclear about how to perform
many aspects of the job search

Unclear how to navigate an online
job search, on how to best present
skills and experience, how to get
started

Repeated rejection

Challenges related to handling
rejection, discouragement,
frustration, and lack of motivation

Submitting multiple applications
without a response, experiencing
multiple rejections following
interviews, temptation to engage
more enjoyable activities

Note. This table is adapted from the work of Wanberg et al. (2012).
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Section 2: Adaptive Job Search Behaviors
During the online job search intervention’s second section, participants read information
pertaining to preparatory job search behaviors. They learned the adaptive value of exploring their
personal values, skills, and interests and were directed to consider how those factors relate to
careers in which they are interested. Participants then completed a values and interest
questionnaire, during which they rank-ordered their values and interests from most to least
important. Next was a skills identification exercise designed to identify five major strengths
possessed by the participant, as well as concrete examples of when s/he has demonstrated those
strengths. Participants also identified two weaknesses and concrete examples of how they have
overcome, improved, or made a plan to improve those weaknesses. The skills exercise responses
fed into a later section during which students were taught effective practices for responding to
interviewers’ questions.
This section’s second half focused on active job search behaviors. It provided
information on using multiple sources to locate potential job openings, including but not limited
to using campus career services, career fairs, community resources, social networks, and online
job search platforms. Students were provided a list of information to note from job postings and
organizational websites, such as the organization’s mission statement, goals and objectives, and
history. They were then exposed to an exercise to help them align their qualifications with those
listed in the job posting. Participants were taught to identify and determine if they possess each
of the required qualifications. They learned to classify their qualifications relative to the job
listing’s requirements into “Green Light Strengths,” “Yellow Light Strengths,” or “Red Light
Strengths.” Participants were directed to focus their efforts on those positions for which they
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have many Green Light Strengths and few or no Red Light Strengths. They next received
information about completing application materials and developing responses to common
interviewer questions. This section culminated with participants writing a response to a common
interviewer question (see Appendix C) using the strengths they identified in the skills
identification exercise.

Section 3: Staying Motivated
After training job search skills, the intervention’s next section turned to effective
strategies for enhancing student job seekers’ motivation. This section focused on two adaptive
motivational practices: time management and goal setting. Given that student job seekers also
have other demands (e.g., course work) on their time, time management and goal setting were
discussed more broadly to assist students to simultaneously manage their job search and other
obligations. Participants first learned two techniques to help them prioritize the tasks that they
must complete in each day or week. Students were first exposed to a listing technique before
being introduced to the urgency-importance matrix. Students were encouraged to organize their
time such that they expend the most effort on important but not urgent tasks while limiting the
tasks that become both urgent and important. Examples of the potential effects of spending large
amounts of time on tasks in each quadrant were provided (see Appendix C).
Students also received instruction on setting well-formulated goals. They were taught to
use those goals to generate action plans using a planner, either online (e.g., Google calendar) or
in traditional formats (e.g., pocket planners). Students learned to schedule specific days and
times during which they would execute job search behaviors. Coupling clear priorities and
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deadlines with action plans should foster increased attention and concentration during goal
striving (Van Hooft et al., 2013). Therefore, students learned about and viewed an action plan for
completing an example goal. Students saw a schedule with two-hour blocks set aside for the first
four week days to seek job prospects. On the fifth day in that example planner, students saw two
hours scheduled to complete and submit applications. The remaining time slots were also
completed to demonstrate how job search activities can be effectively situated and conducted
among students’ other competing demands (e.g., classes, studying, extra-curricular activities; see
Appendix D). Last, students completed a reflection exercise to help clearly and concretely link
the intervention’s training to their newly enhanced job search preparedness.

Section 4: Useful Resources, Descriptions, and Exercises

Once they completed the intervention, students had the opportunity to download a list of
additional resources and their descriptions that are useful during the job search. They were
provided additional resources to help them further identify their interests, values, skills, and
abilities (e.g., O*Net Interest Profiler). Resources for understanding the current and future job
market (e.g., the Occupational Outlook Handbook Online), along with resources to assist with
interview preparation (e.g., Quint Careers’ Ultimate Guide to Job Interview Preparation) were
included. They also received a copy of the intervention’s exercises with those materials.
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Study Design and Measures

Upper-level undergraduate students (N = 185; Mage = 23.74, SDage = 4.05; 53% White;
71% female) in their final semester prior to graduating who represented a variety of major
disciplines (24) were recruited via university-wide mass emails. Potential participants read an
invitation to a five-session online study examining undergraduate student job search behaviors.
The invitation also noted that they would be asked to complete an interactive exercise either
during the second or final study session, as well as respond to two surveys before and one survey
following graduation (see Table 3 for study time course). Results focus on differences between
pre-intervention and pre-graduation measurements. Pre-intervention measurements provided a
baseline against which to compare participants’ pre-graduation responses. This timeline provided
the best probability of capturing the sample when their job search behaviors should be relatively
salient and high due to their impending graduation. One-week post-intervention and postgraduation measurements were taken for exploratory analyses centered on testing whether the
intervention contributed to higher employment rates and/or quality. Reliability estimates,
intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations for all focal scales are in Table 4.
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Table 3: Measures Collected Displayed by Longitudinal Time Point
Measure

Demographics

1 Week PreIntervention
(T1)
X

Data Collection Time Point
1 Week Post1 Month PreIntervention
Graduation (T3)
(T2)

1 Month PostGraduation
(T4)

CAAS

X

X

X

X

Self-Efficacy

X

X

X

X

Job Search Behavior Frequency
Active Job Search Behavior
Quality
Employment Status

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Interview Offers

X

X

Job Offers

X

X

X

Note: CAAS = Career Adapt-Abilities Scales; X = measure collected at this time-point; T1 = intervention session.

29
Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability Estimates, and Zero-Order Correlations
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1. Concern (T1)

.77

2. Concern (T3)

.50

.85

3.Control (T1)

.41

.32

.69

4. Control (T3)

.24

.62

.57

.80

5. Curiosity (T1)

.46

.27

.45

.29

.77

6. Curiosity (T3)

.29

.53

.43

.57

.52

.78

7. Confidence (T1)

.55

.31

.62

.41

.64

.48

.75

8. Confidence (T3)

.28

.47

.44

.61

.38

.68

.56

.73

9. SE Behavior (T1)

.39

.20

.33

.09

.48

.24

.38

.18

.74

10. SE Behavior (T3)

.19

.28

.21

.16

.05

.27

.10

.17

.45

.85

11. SE Outcomes (T1)

.03

.07

-.00

.07

.17

-.03

.14

.09

.34

.30

.88

12. SE Outcomes (T3)

.13

.29

-.01

.09

.01

.15

.04

.22

.25

.75

.48

.95

13. Preparatory Behaviors (T1)

.30

.00

.24

-.01

.41

.18

.27

.20

.51

.17

.24

.03

14. Preparatory Behaviors (T3)

.05

.06

.12

.03

.10

.25

.04

.10

.14

.28

-.09

.12

15. Active Behaviors (T1)

.08

-.20

.25

-.07

.21

.04

.13

.10

.34

.06

.06

-.10

16. Active Behaviors (T3)

.02

-.10

.11

-.12

.14

.15

.02

.04

.14

.24

-.07

.07

17. General Effort (T1)

.12

-.15

.06

-.17

.20

.02

.14

.22

.29

.07

.07

.02

18. General Effort (T3)

.10

-.02

.12

-.13

.25

.17

.08

.05

.11

.27

-.07

.12

19. Job Applications Submitted (T3)

-.02

-.07

.00

-.08

.09

-.01

-.01

.01

.00

.07

-.11

-.03

20. Job Application Quality (T3)

-.07

-.09

-.01

-.13

.05

-.03

-.07

-.02

.01

.07

-.14

.00

21. Job Application Career Fit (T3)

-.05

-.05

.02

-.10

.06

.00

.00

.01

.06

.09

-.12

-.02

22. Resumes Submitted (T3)

-.01

-.06

-.03

-.14

.10

-.07

.02

-.08

.03

.11

-.09

.00

23. Resumes Quality (T3)

.01

-.03

-.00

-.10

.09

.01

.03

-.02

.04

.12

-.10

.00

24. Resume Career Fit (T3)

.00

-.02

.02

-.08

.08

.04

.06

.01

.04

.12

-.09

-.03

25. Interview Offers (T3)

.08

-.01

.08

-.09

.17

-.02

.02

.00

.08

.07

-.03

.07

26. Interview Offer Quality (T3)

.08

-.01

.11

-.09

.15

.02

.05

.01

.11

.09

.06

.07

27. Interview Offer Career Fit (T3)

.08

.01

.19

.02

.14

.15

.16

.11

.17

.16

.03

.12

28. Job Offers (T3)

.08

.01

-.05

-.13

.08

.05

.05

.06

.16

.16

.21

.19

29. Job Offers Quality (T3)

.13

.08

.00

-.09

.15

.10

.09

.12

.22

.21

.18

.21

30. Job Offers Career Fit (T3)

.10

-.03

.02

-.05

.10

.07

.03

.12

.19

.26

.23

.19

Mean

3.78

3.87

3.73

3.73

3.51

3.62

3.62

3.71

3.38

3.48

3.41

3.54

Standard Deviation

.67

.69

.63

.70

.69

.63

.56

.56

.60

.67

.70

.90

Note. T1 = pre-intervention, T3 = pre-graduation; Italic text on diagonal = reliability estimates; Bold values = p < .05; Italic & bold text
varialbes = Kendall's tau; All other correlations = Pearson's r.

(continued on following page)

30
Table 4 (continued)
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

1. Concern (T1)
2. Concern (T3)
3.Control (T1)
4. Control (T3)
5. Curiosity (T1)
6. Curiosity (T3)
7. Confidence (T1)
8. Confidence (T3)
9. SE Behavior (T1)
10. SE Behavior (T3)
11. SE Outcomes (T1)
12. SE Outcomes (T3)
13. Preparatory Behaviors (T1)

.84

14. Preparatory Behaviors (T3)

.48

.86

15. Active Behaviors (T1)

.68

.52

.85

16. Active Behaviors (T3)

.28

.76

.46

.91

17. General Effort (T1)

.44

.32

.55

.37

.95

18. General Effort (T3)

.25

.50

.20

.70

.35

.96

19. Job Applications Submitted (T3)

.11

.44

.24

.72

.25

.53

-

20. Job Application Quality (T3)

.11

.37

.21

.63

.20

.52

.86

-

21. Job Application Career Fit (T3)

.15

.34

.24

.61

.24

.53

.79

.89

-

22. Resumes Submitted (T3)

.10

.44

.23

.70

.23

.53

.87

.77

.76

-

23. Resumes Quality (T3)

.14

.44

.21

.70

.22

.59

.83

.83

.82

.90

-

24. Resume Career Fit (T3)

.15

.41

.23

.66

.25

.58

.80

.79

.87

.86

.95

-

25. Interview Offers (T3)

.13

.30

.23

.50

.18

.44

.49

.50

.46

.53

.54

.49

26. Interview Offer Quality (T3)

.18

.26

.25

.47

.17

.39

.46

.49

.46

.49

.51

.49

27. Interview Offer Career Fit (T3)

.19

.29

.25

.45

.20

.36

.39

.40

.47

.45

.47

.48

28. Job Offers (T3)

.19

.14

.16

.24

.09

.21

.12

.14

.15

.15

.18

.16

29. Job Offers Quality (T3)

.24

.17

.18

.25

.12

.27

.14

;.16

.16

.17

.19

.18

30. Job Offers Career Fit (T3)

.30

.15

.23

.24

.18

.27

.14

.15

.16

.14

.17

.19

Mean
Standard Deviation

2.57
.82

2.45
.83

2.02
.90

2.22
1.05

3.26
1.14

3.02
1.28

4.85
10.13

2.40
3.67

2.11
3.04

5.26
10.96

3.72
9.85

2.58
3.80
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Table 4 (continued)
25

26

27

28

29

1. Concern (T1)
2. Concern (T3)
3.Control (T1)
4. Control (T3)
5. Curiosity (T1)
6. Curiosity (T3)
7. Confidence (T1)
8. Confidence (T3)
9. SE Behavior (T1)
10. SE Behavior (T3)
11. SE Outcomes (T1)
12. SE Outcomes (T3)
13. Preparatory Behaviors (T1)
14. Preparatory Behaviors (T3)
15. Active Behaviors (T1)
16. Active Behaviors (T3)
17. General Effort (T1)
18. General Effort (T3)
19. Job Applications Submitted (T3)
20. Job Application Quality (T3)
21. Job Application Career Fit (T3)
22. Resumes Submitted (T3)
23. Resumes Quality (T3)
24. Resume Career Fit (T3)
25. Interview Offers (T3)

-

26. Interview Offer Quality (T3)

.90

-

27. Interview Offer Career Fit (T3)

.80

.84

-

28. Job Offers (T3)

.39

.49

.47

-

29. Job Offers Quality (T3)

.42

.49

.47

.94

-

30. Job Offers Career Fit (T3)

.35

.41

.44

.82

.85

Mean
Standard Deviation

0.83
1.65

0.77
1.63

0.69
1.52

0.45
.95

0.32
.62
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Demographics Questionnaire
The demographic questionnaire requested participants’ age, gender, race/ethnicity, year
in college, student status (e.g., part time, full time), major discipline, and past/current
employment experience.

Career Adapt-Abilities Scale

The internationally validated Career Adapt-Abilities Scale (CAAS) has exhibited
acceptable reliabilities, scale item metric invariance, and equivalent latent trait relationships
across 13 countries, including the United States (Porfeli & Savickas, 2012; Savickas & Porfeli,
2012). The instructions directed respondents to, “Rate how strongly you have developed each of
the following abilities.” Twenty-four items (six for each adapt-ability) assessed respondents’
levels of career concern (e.g., “Concerned about my career”), control (e.g., “Taking
responsibility for my actions”), curiosity (e.g., “Probing deeply into question I have”), and
confidence (e.g., “Performing tasks efficiently”) using 1 (Not strong) to 5 (Strongest) scales.

Job Search Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy during the job search reflects individuals’ beliefs that they have either the
ability to engage in effective job search behaviors and/or to obtain valued job search outcomes
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(Saks et al., 2015). The Job Search Self-Efficacy Scale measured participants’ self-efficacy
concerning their job search behaviors (10 items; e.g., “Plan and organize a weekly job search
schedule”) and job search outcomes (10 items; e.g., “Obtain more than one good job offer”).
Participants reported their confidence concerning each item using 1 (not at all confident) to 5
(totally confident) scales. This scale was found to be a reliable and valid indicator of job search
self-efficacy in initial validation research (Saks et al., 2015).

Job Search Behavior Scale

Two measures assessed participants’ preparatory and active job search behaviors in
addition to their job search effort. These measures were first created and factor analytically
confirmed by Blau (1993) and later adapted for a student population (Saks & Ashforth, 1999).
Participants reported how frequently (1 = Never [0 times] to 5 = Very Frequently [at least 10
times]) they engaged in each of eight preparatory behaviors (e.g., “Prepared responses to typical
interview questions”) and six active job search behaviors (e.g., “Used campus placement”).
Participants also responded to a four-item general job search effort scale (e.g., “Spent a lot of
time looking for a job or internship”; Blau, 1993). The original scales were found to be reliable
and valid predictors of job search processes, with the adapted scales performing equivalently to
the originals (Blau, 1993; Saks & Ashforth, 1999).
Participants were also asked to report the specific number of jobs applied for, resumes
submitted, and interviews offered since the last study session. Additionally, they indicated the
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number of those applications, resumes, and interview offers that were for positions reflecting a
high degree of fit with their qualifications and career interests. Currently whether job search
interventions benefit participants because they result in a greater frequency of active job search
behaviors or because individuals better focus their active job search behaviors on a few positions
that highly fit their qualifications and career interests remains unclear. The latter explanation
could explain past observations of similar employment frequencies regardless of condition, but
higher employment quality only for intervention participants (Koen et al., 2012).

Job Search Outcomes

In addition to the CAAS, job search self-efficacy, and job search behaviors measures,
one-month pre-graduation participants were asked about their current employment situation.
Consistent with past work (e.g., Koen et al., 2012), participants indicated their current
employment status. They reported the number of job offers they received as well as the fit and
desirability of those jobs.

CHAPTER 3
RESULTS

Attrition Analyses, Missing Cases, and Outlier Identification

Of 185 undergraduate students who completed the initial survey, 11 participants
completed at least one survey twice, 47 participants did not complete the one-month pregraduation assessment, and 62 intervention condition participants did not complete either the
intervention module or both the module and the pre-graduation assessment. For the 11 doubleresponders, I retained the first response and excluded subsequent responses. I excluded from all
analyses the participants who did not complete either the intervention or the pre-graduation
assessment. Chi-square tests indicated that attrition status (stayer versus leaver) was not
dependent on gender, enrollment status (full versus part time), having an internship or seeking an
internship, work status at study entry, race, graduate school plans, anticipated job search start
date, self-reported major, or randomly assigned condition (all ps > .08; see Appendix A). Oneway ANOVA also confirmed that age did not differ by attrition status (F[1, 167] = 3.08, p = .71).
Participants who failed to complete the study did not significantly differ from those who
completed the entire study on any of the assessed demographic variables. These results provide
some evidence that any missing data is missing at random (i.e., MAR) or missing completely at
random (i.e., MCAR), which would justify the potential use of data imputation strategies (Field,
2009; Newman, 2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Data cleaning left a final sample of n = 65
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participants. Visually examining various plots (e.g., Q-Q plots, histograms) did not suggest the
presence of any outliers and only one standardized value (i.e., |-3.56|) was greater than 3.29. That
participant contributed no other extreme scores and as |-3.56| is near the 3.29 cut-off, I retained
those responses. One participant reported a value greater than three standard deviations from the
sample mean for job applications submitted (70) and resumes submitted (70). To retain the
participants’ extreme position on the distribution while limiting that response from exerting
undue influence, I used winsorizing to replace that value (50; Tukey, 1977).
The sample of n = 65 was underpowered given that the a priori sample size estimate
was n = 90 (G*Power 3.1, Type I error probability = .05, power = .95; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, &
Buchner, 2007). Missing data is a problem grappled with by all researchers, especially
longitudinal researchers (Baraldi & Enders, 2012; Enders, 2011; Newman, 2003, 2009). Some
have even suggested that unless using unethical measures to ensure a 100% response rate, one
must choose a method of dealing with missing data (Newman, 2009). Often researchers default
to the standard deletion approaches. Yet listwise and pairwise deletion typically have low power
and/or introduce bias into statistical estimates. In fact, the American Psychological Association
Task Force on Statistical Inference (Wilkinson & Task Force on Statistical Inference, 1999) has
strongly suggested that deletion approaches to dealing with missing data should not be used, as
they are “among the worst methods available for practical applications” (p.598). Similarly,
simple mean imputation and regression (even stochastic) imputation produce biased parameter
estimates because they do not account for the variability inherent in the values used to replace
the missing data (Baraldi & Enders, 2012). Also in consideration of the large loss of usable preintervention and one-week post-intervention data resulting from excluding approximately 56% of
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the overall sample, I chose to use a multiple imputation approach to replace missing item-level
values. Multiple imputation can impute almost any fraction of missing data validly, assuming the
data is missing at random (White, Royston, & Wood, 2010), although error estimates tend to be
unacceptably large when missing greater than 75% (Newman, 2003).
Multiple imputation is an acceptable and useful technique for maximizing data (Baraldi
& Enders, 2010; Enders, 2011; Graham, Olchowski, & Gilreath, 2007, Newman, 2009), and
item-level multiple imputation results in higher power and better precision than scale-level
multiple imputation (Gottschall, West, & Enders, 2012). Multiple imputation analyses involve
three steps: 1) imputing the data, 2) analyzing each imputed data set, and 3) pooling those
analyses’ results into a single set of results (Baraldi & Enders, 2012, Newman, 2009). Because
multiple imputation makes multiple copies of the observed data set, with each imputation
containing a different set of imputed values, it accounts for the variability that results from
replacing missing values with values predicted from the available data (Baraldi & Enders, 2012,
Newman, 2009). Multiple imputation produces asymptotically unbiased estimates and standard
errors (White et al., 2010) and is especially effective with longitudinal data (Baraldi & Enders,
2012; Enders, 2011; Newman, 2003, 2009). As participants are sampled at multiple points,
dropouts are typically missing at random (MAR). That gives multiple imputation approaches a
large advantage over listwise/pairwise deletion or simple mean imputation because the responses
participants do provide are used to predict those they do not provide (Newman, 2009).
Consistent with suggestions from the literature (Graham et al., 2007), I conducted m =
40 multiple predictive mean matching imputations on the full data set of n = 112 participants
using the multivariate imputation by chained equations (mice, v. 2.30; van Burren & Groothuis-
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Oudshoorn, 2011) package for R (v. 3.3.3; R Core Team, 2017). The data used for imputation
contained the 65 full cases plus the 47 cases that were missing only pre-graduation data. Multiple
imputation resulted in 40 unique data sets that I analyzed using SPSS (n = 113; control condition
n = 67, intervention condition n = 46). The results obtained with the observed data (n = 65;
control condition n = 31, intervention condition n = 34) did not differ from those obtained with
the multiply imputed data. I report the multiply imputed results in the following, unless noted
otherwise.
Assumption Checks

Prior to multiple imputation, I conducted all assumption checks on the original data
containing 65 full cases. As multiple imputation draws samples from within the observed data,
the imputed data tends to be consistent with the distribution of original data (White et al., 2010).
I first analyzed the original data as planned a priori using analysis of (co)variance (ANCOVA)
tests. Assumption checks were conducted based on that analysis plan. Multiply imputed data was
analyzed using linear regression models. As analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a special case of
regression, the same basic assumptions (e.g., homogeneity of variance, independence) apply. I
report the AN(C)OVA assumption check results below.

Analysis of (Co)Variance Assumptions

ANCOVA tested Hypotheses 1 and 2. Therefore in addition to testing traditional
ANOVA assumptions, I examined whether baseline measurements and the experimental
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manipulation were independent (see Appendix A for assumption check results). I also tested the
homogeneity of variance assumption. One-way ANOVAs confirmed that baseline measurements
and the experimental manipulation were independent (all ps > .06; see Table 21 in Appendix A).
The homogeneity of variance assumption was upheld, except for curiosity at pre-graduation (see
Table 20 in Appendix A). However, the results of Shapiro-Wilks tests suggested that control
(pre-intervention), concern (pre-graduation), active behaviors (pre-intervention and pregraduation), job search outcome self-efficacy (pre-graduation), and general job search effort
(pre-intervention and pre-graduation) each deviated from normality (see Table 21 in Appendix
A). An examination of histograms suggested those deviations were likely not severe enough to
be of concern (see Figure 6 in Appendix A). Ultimately, I chose to analyze the untransformed
data for four reasons: 1) skew and kurtosis values were near zero, 2) most variables met the
homogeneity of variance assumption, 3) only two of the pre-graduation dependent variables
exhibited non-normality, and 4) group sizes were approximately equal, rendering the F-statistic
robust to normality and homogeneity of variance assumption violations (Field, 2009).
Last, I assessed regression slope homogeneity by re-analyzing each ANCOVA with an
interaction term specified between the covariate and the independent variable. Significant
interactions indicate regression slope heterogeneity. No interaction terms achieved statistical
significance, which is consistent with regression slope homogeneity (see Table 22 in Appendix
A). Together these results suggest the necessary assumptions were met to move forward with
hypothesis testing.
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Hypothesis Tests

Hypothesis 1

I expected college students who completed the intervention to report higher pregraduation behavioral and outcome self-efficacy compared to control condition participants after
accounting for pre-intervention self-efficacy. Linear regression did not find significant differences
between conditions for either pre-graduation behavioral (b = .05, p = .711) or outcome (b = .11, p
= .492) self-efficacy after accounting for pre-intervention behavioral (b = .30, p = .001) and
outcome self-efficacy (b = .33, p = .001). Hypothesis 1 was not supported (see Table 5).

Table 5. Hypothesis 1Test Results
DV = Pre-Graduation Behavioral Self-Efficacy

b

CI95%

SE

t(111)

p

Pre-Intervention Behavioral Self-Efficacy

.30

.127, .473

.09

3.41

.001

Condition

.05

-.196, .286

.12

0.37

.711

DV = Pre-Graduation Outcome Self-Efficacy
Pre-Intervention Outcome Self-Efficacy

.33

.129, .521

.10

3.26

.001

Condition

.11

-.208, .432

.16

0.69

.492

Note. 0 = control condition, 1 = intervention condition; b = unstandardized coefficient.

Hypothesis 2

Second, I expected that compared to control condition participants intervention
participants would report higher pre-graduation career adapt-ability resources (CAARs; i.e.,
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concern, curiosity, control, and confidence) after controlling for pre-intervention CAARs. Pooled
linear regression results failed to identify significant condition differences on concern (b = .12, p
= .352), curiosity (b = .03, p = .828), confidence (b = .07, p = .583) or control (b = .15, p = .195)
after controlling for pre-intervention concern (b = .38, p < .001), curiosity (b = .42, p < .001),
confidence (b = .33, p < .001), or control (b = .33, p = .001). Hypothesis 2 failed to find support
(see Table 6).

Table 6. Hypothesis 2 Test Results
DV = Pre-Graduation Concern

b

CI95%

SE

t(111)

p

Pre-Intervention Concern

.38

.189, .563

.10

3.95

<.001

Condition

.12

-.129, .363

.13

0.93

.352

Pre-Intervention Curiosity

.42

.218, .623

.10

4.07

<.001

Condition

.03

-.234, .293

.13

0.83

.828

DV = Pre-Graduation Curiosity

DV = Pre-Graduation Confidence
Pre-Intervention Confidence

.33

.162, .491

.08

3.91

<.001

Condition

.07

-.169, .301

.12

0.55

.583

Pre-Intervention Control

.33

.136, .518

.10

3.73

.001

Condition

.15

-.077, .379

.12

1.30

.195

DV = Pre-Graduation Control

Note. 0 = control condition, 1 = intervention condition; b = unstandardized coefficient.

Hypothesis 3
My third prediction was that pre-graduation job search effort expenditures (H3a),
preparatory search behaviors (H3b), and active job search behaviors (H3c) would significantly
differ by condition. Results did not find significant differences between conditions on general job
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search effort (b = -.25, p = .304). However, the results did show that compared to control
condition participants, intervention condition participants engaged in significantly fewer pregraduation preparatory behaviors (b = -.40, p = .010) and active job search behaviors (b = -.45, p
= .015). Although scores from validated measures provided the former results, I also assessed the
number of pre-graduation applications and resumes submitted as active job search behaviors.
Consistent with the above scale-based results, intervention condition participants submitted
fewer applications (b = -3.39, p = .050) and resumes (b = -4.05, p = .025; see Table 7) than
control condition participants. Although these results are significant, they are opposite of my
prediction and so Hypothesis 3 was not supported.

Table 7. Hypothesis 3 Results: Condition Differences on Behavioral Outcomes
b

CI95%

SE

t(111)

p

Job Search Effort

-.25

-.729, .228

.24

-1.03

.304

Preparatory Job Search Behaviors

-.40

-.706, -.097

.16

-2.59

.010

Active Job Search Behaviors

-.45

-.821, -.088

.19

-2.43

.015

Applications Submitted

-3.29

-6.58, -.005

1.68

-1.96

.050

Resumes Submitted

-4.05

-7.60, -0.50

1.81

-2.24

.025

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient.

Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 3 focused on the raw quantity of applications and resumes submitted,
whereas Hypothesis 4 highlighted the fit of those submissions to participants’ personal
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qualifications and career interests. I predicted that intervention condition participants would
submit more applications and resumes that fit their personal qualifications and career interests
well compared to control condition participants. Therefore, I created ratios by dividing the
number of job applications (resumes) that fit participants’ qualifications (career interests) by the
total number of job applications (resumes) submitted.
The results showed that conditions did not differ on the ratio of applications submitted
to qualification-fitting positions (b = .04, p = .869) or career-interest fitting positions (b = -.01, p
= .963). Conditions also did not differ on the ratio of resumes submitted to qualification-fitting (b
= -.04, p = .917) or career-fitting positions (b = .06, p = .809). Hypothesis 4 was not supported.

Table 8. Hypothesis 4 Results: Condition Differences on Application (Resume) Submission
Ratios
b

CI95%

SE

t(83)

p

Qualification-Fitting Applications

.04

-.470, .556

.26

0.17

.869

Qualification-Fitting Resumes

-.04

-.698, .628

.34

-0.10

.917

Career Interest-Fitting Applications

-.01

-.515, .491

.26

-0.05

.963

Career Interest-Fitting Resumes

.06

-.437, .559

.25

0.24

.809

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient.

Hypothesis 5

Although I expected skill development (i.e., self-efficacy, confidence) and motivation
enhancement (i.e., concern, control, curiosity) to mediate a condition and search behavior
relationship (i.e., preparatory, active, effort), skill development and motivation did not differ
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between conditions. The lack of evidence for those relationships negates the need for a formal
mediation test. Yet a partial test of this hypothesis remained possible because whether skill
development and motivation enhancement influence job search behaviors is of substantial
interest. Therefore, I used linear regressions to test whether skill development and motivation
enhancement uniquely predicted job search effort and preparatory and active behaviors.

General Job Search Effort

First, I tested whether participants’ motivation enhancement changes from preintervention to pre-graduation (e.g., pre-graduation concern – pre-intervention concern = change
score) predicted participants’ general job search effort. The results showed that neither changes
in concern (b = -.21, p = .268), control (b = -.31, p = .083), nor curiosity (b = -.18, p = .290)
predicted pre-graduation job search effort. Next, I examined whether skill development changes
(i.e., confidence, behavioral self-efficacy, and outcome self-efficacy) predicted pre-graduation
job search effort. However, the results showed that neither changes in confidence (b = -.12, p =
.272), behavioral self-efficacy (b = -.14, p = .420), nor outcome self-efficacy (b = .13, p = .371)
predicted general job search effort (see Table 9).
Table 9. Hypothesis 5 Results: General Job Search Effort
b

CI95%

SE

t(111)

p

Concern Change

-.21

-.575, .160

.19

-1.11

.268

Control Change

-.31

-.659, .040

.18

-1.74

.083

Curiosity Change

-.18

-.517, .155

.17

-1.06

.290

Confidence Change

-.12

-.506, .272

.20

-0.59

.272

Behavioral Self-Efficacy Change

-.14

-.196, .469

.17

0.81

.420

Outcome Self-Efficacy Change

.13

-.151, .405

.14

0.90

.371

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient.
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Preparatory Job Search Behavior

When testing pre-graduation preparatory behavior as the dependent variable, results
again failed to identify significant effects of changes in concern (b = -.03, p = .818), control (b =
-.07, p = .591), or curiosity (b = .06, p = .602). Similarly, neither changes in confidence (b = .01,
p = .966), behavioral self-efficacy (b = .10, p = .387), nor outcome self-efficacy (b = .10, p =
.274) predicted preparatory behavior (see Table 10).

Table 10. Hypothesis 5 Results: Preparatory Behavior
b

CI95%

SE

t(111)

p

Concern Change

-.03

-.254, .201

.12

-0.23

.818

Control Change

-.07

-.304, .174

.12

-0.54

.591

Curiosity Change

.06

-.161, .278

11

0.52

.602

Confidence Change

.01

-.241, .251

.13

0.04

.966

Behavioral Self-Efficacy Change

.10

-.122, .313

.11

0.87

.387

Outcome Self-Efficacy Change

.10

-.077, .272

.09

1.10

.274

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient.

Active Job Search Behavior

When examining motivation enhancement’s effect on active job search behaviors, the
results also showed that neither changes in concern (b = -.12, p = .385), control (b = -.21, p = .126),
nor curiosity (b = -.06, p = .678) predicted pre-graduation active job search behaviors. Similarly,
confidence (b = -.04, p = .810), behavioral self-efficacy (b = .04, p = .753), and outcome self-
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efficacy (b = .04, p = .747) changes did not predict active job search behaviors (see Table 11).
Overall, these findings fail to support Hypothesis 5.

Table 11. Hypothesis 5 Results: Active Behavior
b

CI95%

SE

t(111)

p

Concern Change

-.12

-.386, .149

.14

-0.87

.385

Control Change

-.21

-.489, .061

.14

-1.53

.126

Curiosity Change

-.06

-.331, .215

.14

-0.42

.678

Confidence Change

-.04

-.361, .282

.16

0.24

.810

Behavioral Self-Efficacy Change

.04

-.214, .295

.13

0.32

.753

Outcome Self-Efficacy Change

.04

-.178, .248

.11

0.32

.747

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient.

Hypothesis 6

My last hypothesis proposed that skill development and motivation enhancement would
each mediate between condition and job search behavior quality. Like Hypothesis 5, condition
was not a significant predictor of the mediators which precluded the necessity of a formal
mediation test. Therefore, I used the same approach as used for Hypothesis 5 by testing the back
end of the proposed mediated model. I examined whether changes in concern, curiosity, and
control (i.e., motivation enhancement) or changes in confidence, behavioral self-efficacy, and
outcome self-efficacy (i.e., skill development) predicted the ratio of applications (resumes)
submitted to qualification/career fitting positions.
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Job Application Fit with Qualifications

First, I examined whether motivation enhancement (i.e., concern, control, and curiosity)
predicted the ratio of job applications submitted to positions that aligned well with participants’
qualifications. The results again found that neither changes in concern (b = -.02, p = .886),
control (b = -.07, p = .742), nor curiosity (b = -.03, p = .878) predicted the ratio of applications
submitted to qualification-fitting positions. Similarly, neither confidence changes (b = -.05, p =
.821), behavioral self-efficacy changes (b = -.01, p = .947) nor outcome self-efficacy changes (b
= .02, p = .895) predicted those ratios (see Table 12).

Table 12. Hypothesis 6 Results: Ratio of Applications Submitted to Qualification-Fitting
Positions
b

CI95%

SE

t(83)

p

Concern Change

-.02

-.355, .307

.17

-.014

.886

Control Change

-.07

-.520, .371

.22

-0.33

.742

Curiosity Change

-.03

-.359, .307

.17

-0.15

.878

Confidence Change

-.05

-.505, .401

.23

-0.23

.821

Behavioral Self-Efficacy Change

-.01

-.360, .337

.18

-0.07

.947

Outcome Self-Efficacy Change

.02

-.251, .287

.14

0.13

.895

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient.

Job Application Fit with Career Interests

Neither changes in concern (b = .02, p = .890), control (b = -.02, p = .910), nor curiosity
(b = -.01, p = .941) predicted the ratio of job applications submitted to positions fitting
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participants’ career interests well. Confidence (b = -.05, p = .844), behavioral self-efficacy (b =
-.00, p = .992) and outcome self-efficacy changes (b = .02, p = .867) also did not predict those
ratios (see Table 13).

Table 13. Hypothesis 6 Results: Ratio of Applications Submitted to Career Interest-Fitting
Positions
b

CI95%

SE

t(83)

p

Concern Change

.02

-.318, .366

.17

0.14

.890

Control Change

-.02

-.434, .387

.21

-0.11

.910

Curiosity Change

-.01

-.324, .300

.16

-0.07

.941

Confidence Change

-.05

-.514, .421

.24

-0.20

.844

Behavioral Self-Efficacy Change

-.00

-.309, .306

.16

-0.01

.992

Outcome Self-Efficacy Change

.02

-.244, .290

.14

0.17

.867

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient.

Resume Fit with Qualifications

Neither motivation enhancement nor skill development predicted the ratio of
applications submitted to qualification-fitting or career-fitting positions. Next, I examined
whether they predicted the ratio of resumes submitted to positions fitting participants’
qualifications well. The results again failed to show significant effects of changes in concern (b =
.01, p = .958), control (b = .04, p = .889), curiosity (b = .08, p = .633), confidence (b = .07, p =
.782), behavioral self-efficacy (b = -.01, p = .958), or outcome self-efficacy (b = -.02, p = .912)
on the ratio of resumes submitted to qualification-fitting positions (see Table 14).
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Table 14. Hypothesis 6 Results: Ratio of Resumes Submitted to Qualification-Fitting Positions
b

CI95%

SE

t(83)

p

Concern Change

.01

-.389, .410

.20

0.05

.958

Control Change

.04

-.560, .644

.30

0.14

.889

Curiosity Change

.08

-.254, .418

.17

0.48

.633

Confidence Change

.07

-.431, .571

.25

0.28

.782

Behavioral Self-Efficacy Change

-.01

-.407, .386

.20

-0.05

.958

Outcome Self-Efficacy Change

-.02

-.368, .330

.18

-0.11

.912

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient.

Resume Fit with Career Interests

Last, I examined whether motivation enhancement and skill development predicted the
ratio of resumes submitted to career interest-fitting positions. The results again failed to find any
significant predictive effects of changes in concern (b = -.01, p = .958), control (b = .04, p =
.839), curiosity (b = .05, p = .753), confidence (b = .02, p = .921), behavioral self-efficacy (b =
-.01, p = .939), or outcome self-efficacy (b = -.05, p = .687) on the ratio of resumes submitted to
positions fitting participants’ career interests well (see Table 15). Together, these results fail to
support Hypothesis 6.
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Table 15. Hypothesis 6 Results: Ratio of Resumes Submitted to Career Interest-Fitting
Positions
b

CI95%

SE

t(83)

p

Concern Change

-.01

-.365, .350

.18

-0.04

.966

Control Change

.04

-.339, .417

.19

0.20

.839

Curiosity Change

.05

-.259,.258

.16

0.32

.753

Confidence Change

.02

-.405, .448

.22

0.10

.921

Behavioral Self-Efficacy Change

-.01

-.319, .295

.16

-0.08

.939

Outcome Self-Efficacy Change

-.05

-.314, .208

.13

-0.40

.687

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient.

Exploratory Analyses
As my hypotheses failed to find support, I conducted additional exploratory analyses.
CAARs (i.e., concern, control, curiosity, and confidence) are relatively new constructs about
which little is currently known, especially concerning their influence on the job search. A better
understanding of how CAARs relate to each other and to job search behaviors will further inform
the career development and job search literatures. As previous research has yet to examine
whether the CAAR components interact to influence job search behaviors (e.g., Koen et al.,
2012), I used hierarchical linear regressions to explore interactive effects of the CAAR
components on the job search behaviors I assessed. However, I retained the distinction between
motivation enhancement (concern, curiosity, and control) and skill development (confidence,
outcome self-efficacy, and behavioral self-efficacy). Additionally, as the results of the
hypotheses tests did not differ between the observed sample (n = 65) and the imputed sample (n
= 112, m = 40),1 I conducted all exploratory analyses on the complete cases found in the
observed sample. As multiple imputation approaches are currently developing, much statistical

1

m = number of imputed data sets.
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information still cannot be computed for models conducted on multiply imputed data. Using the
complete cases from the observed data allows for greater flexibility in statistical analyses, albeit
the tradeoff is that the results are underpowered.
General Effort
First, I explored whether the skill development (i.e., self-efficacy and confidence)
components interacted to influence pre-graduation job search effort. In that model, behavioral
self-efficacy exhibited a significant main effect on effort (b = .73, t[57] = 2.00, p = .050),
although the full model was not significant (F[7, 57] = 1.24, p = .290, R2 = .13). Specifically,
more behavioral efficacy predicted more post-graduation job search effort. Neither outcome selfefficacy, confidence, nor the interactions achieved significance (all ps > .32).
Next, I explored whether the motivation enhancement variables (i.e., Concern, Control,
and Curiosity) interacted to predict pre-graduation general job search effort. Although I observed
significant unique effects of Control (b = -.63, p = .038) and a marginally significant Concern by
Curiosity interaction (b = .84, p = .056), those effects were qualified by a significant Control by
Concern by Curiosity interaction (b = 1.52, p = .008; see Table 16). Simple slopes analyses
found that for both low concern/high curiosity (b = -1.58, t(57) = -2.75, p = .008) and high
concern/low curiosity participants (b = -1.02, t(57) = -2.15, p = .04) there was a negative
association between pre-graduation control and effort expenditures.2 No relationship between
control and effort was observed for low concern/curiosity (p = .76) or high concern/curiosity
participants (p = .84, see Figure 3).

2

All simple slopes analyses used +1 SD from the sample mean for high moderator values and -1 SD from the sample
mean for low moderator values.
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Table 16. Concern X Control X Curiosity Interaction on General Effort
b

CI95%

β

SE

t(57)

p

Control

-.63

-1.23, -.036

-.35

.30

-2.12

.038

Concern

-.22

-.829, .396

-.12

.31

-0.71

.483

Curiosity

.21

-.501, .923

.10

.36

0.59

.555

Control X Concern

.10

-.541, .751

.04

.32

0.33

.746

Control X Curiosity

-.33

-1.26, .594

-.11

.46

-0.72

.476

Concern X Curiosity

.84

-.024, 1.71

.32

.43

1.95

.056

Control X Concern X Curiosity

1.52

.409, 2.64

.49

.56

2.74

.008

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient; β = standardized coefficient; F(7, 57) = 2.44, p = .029, R2 = .23

General Job Search Effort

4

3
Moderators Combination
Low Concern, Low Curiosity
Low Concern, High Curiosity

2

High Concern, Low Curiosity
High Concern, High Curiosity

1

0
-1.0

-0.5

0.0
Control

0.5

1.0

Figure 3. Concern X Control X Curiosity interaction on general effort.
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Preparatory Job Search Behaviors
Next, I examined whether motivation enhancement or skill development variables
interacted to predict pre-graduation preparatory job search behavior. I did not observe significant
interactive effects of behavioral self-efficacy, outcome self-efficacy, and confidence (all ps >
.17) on pre-graduation preparatory behavior. When examining motivation enhancement’s effects,
the results identified a significant Control by Curiosity by Concern interaction (b = 1.22, p =
.001; see Table 17). Simple slopes analysis showed a negative control and preparatory behavior
relationship for participants with high concern/low curiosity (b = -.80, p = .009); all other slopes
were non-significant (all ps > .10; see Figure 4).

Table 17. Concern X Control X Curiosity Interaction on Preparatory Job Search Behavior
b

CI95%

β

SE

t(57)

p

Control

-.17

-.541, .210

-.14

.19

-0.88

.381

Concern

-.26

-.643, .130

-.21

.19

-1.33

.190

Curiosity

.05

-.403, .495

.04

.22

0.20

.839

Control X Concern

-.10

-.511, .304

-.06

.20

-0.51

.612

Control X Curiosity

.05

-.536, .631

.02

.29

0.16

.870

Concern X Curiosity

.50

-.042, 1.05

.29

.27

1.85

.070

Control X Concern X Curiosity

1.22

.518, 1.93

.60

.35

3.48

<.001

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient; β = standardized coefficient; F(7, 57) = 3.01, p = .001, R2 = .27
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Preparatory Job Search Behavior

4

3
Moderators Combination
Low Concern, Low Curiosity
Low Concern, High Curiosity

2

High Concern, Low Curiosity
High Concern, High Curiosity

1

0
-1.0

-0.5

0.0
Control

0.5

1.0

Figure 4. Concern X Control X Curiosity interaction on preparatory job search behavior.

Active Job Search Behaviors

Like the above exploratory results, behavioral self-efficacy, outcome self-efficacy, and
confidence did not interact to predict pre-graduation active job search behaviors (all ps > .18).
However, I did observe a significant Control by Concern by Curiosity interaction on pregraduation active job search behaviors (b = 1.45, p = .002; see Table 18). Simple slopes analyses
showed that for participants with low concern/high curiosity (b = -.97, p = .040) and high
concern/low curiosity (b = -.94, p = .016) higher control negatively predicted active behavior; all
other simple slopes were non-significant (all ps > .15; see Figure 5).

55
Table 18. Concern X Control X Curiosity Interaction on Active Job Search Behavior
b

CI95%

β

SE

t(57)

p

Control

-.31

-.790, .161

-.21

.24

-1.32

.190

Concern

-.47

-.962, .018

-.31

.24

-1.93

.058

Curiosity

.11

-.452, .686

.07

.28

0.41

.682

Control X Concern

-.24

-.755, .277

-.12

.26

-0.93

.358

Control X Curiosity

-.29

-1.02, .453

-.11

.37

-0.78

.441

Concern X Curiosity

.79

.097, 1.48

.36

.35

2.29

.026

Control X Concern X Curiosity

1.45

.557, 2.34

.57

.44

3.26

.002

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient; β = standardized coefficient; F(7, 57) = 2.87, p = .012, R2 = .26

Active Job Search Behavior

4

3
Moderators Combination
Low Concern, Low Curiosity
Low Concern, High Curiosity

2

High Concern, Low Curiosity
High Concern, High Curiosity

1

0
-1.0

-0.5

0.0
Control

0.5

1.0

Figure 5. Concern X Control X Curiosity interaction on active job search behavior.
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Job Search Outcomes
My last exploratory analyses centered on examining participants’ job search behaviors
one week following the intervention and one month after their graduation. For these exploratory
analyses, I relaxed the traditional criteria for statistical significance. I interpret findings with p <
.10 as significant, with the caveat that future research should confirm the following results prior
to investing great confidence in their generalizability.
Interestingly, participating in the intervention condition resulted in the expected results
when I assessed outcomes one week post-intervention. Compared to participants in the control
condition, intervention participants reported submitting significantly more job applications (F[1,
55] = 4.28, p = .043) and resumes (F[1, 56] = 2.85, p = .097) that fit their personal qualifications
well one week post-intervention (see Table 19). Intervention participants also reported receiving
significantly more job offers that fit both their personal qualifications (F[1, 39] = 18.09, p <
.001) and career goals (F[1, 39] = 28.22, p < .001) one week post-intervention (see Table 19).
However, those results attenuated or reversed at the one-month post-graduation follow-up.
Control condition participants reported submitting significantly more resumes (F[1, 33] = 2.92, p
= .097) and receiving significantly more interview offers (F[1, 33] = 7.81, p = .009) compared to
intervention participants one month after graduating (see Table 19).
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Table 19. Estimated Marginal Means by Condition
Control Condition Intervention Condition
M (SD)
M (SD)
Job Application/Qualification Fit (T2)
1.88 (2.97)
3.96 (4.61)
Resume/Qualification Fit (T2)
2.88 (3.91)
5.29 (6.92)
Job Offer/Qualification Fit (T2)
0.18 (0.39)
0.86 (0.38)
Job Offer/Career Goal Fit (T2)
0.12 (0.33)
0.86 (0.38)
Resume Quantity (T4)
13.48 (18.88)
4.36 (7.65)
Interview Offer Quantity (T4)
1.19 (1.33)
0.14 (0.54)
Note. T2 = one week post-intervention; T4 = one week post-graduation.

CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

This research tested a technology-mediated job search intervention designed to enhance
undergraduate students’ job search skills and motivation. My primary goal was to determine
whether the online delivery of a job search intervention was feasible. A secondary goal was to
examine the effectiveness of a job search intervention to enhance undergraduate students’ job
search skills and motivation. My third major goal was to further identify how career adapt-ability
resources (CAARs) influence job search behavior. However, as discussed below, participation in
the intervention did not increase participants’ skill development (i.e., behavioral self-efficacy,
outcome self-efficacy, and confidence) or motivation enhancement (i.e., concern, control,
curiosity). Participating in the intervention also led to less effort, preparatory behavior, and
active job search behaviors. However, exploratory analyses suggested that the career adaptability resources might interact to influence individuals’ job search effort, preparatory behaviors,
and active behaviors. As elaborated in the sections below, despite the null, results this research
still provides some suggestions for future research and technology-mediated intervention design.

59
Theoretical Implications and Future Directions

My first goal for this research was to determine whether a job search intervention
designed for undergraduate students improved their job search skills and motivation. I expected
that undergraduate students who participated in the intervention would experience increased
behavioral and outcome self-efficacy. Examples of behavioral self-efficacy include having a
strong belief in one’s ability to engage in adaptive job search behaviors, such as social
networking, finding job openings, preparing resumes, or interviewing. Outcome self-efficacy
refers to the degree to which a person believes those strategies will result in securing
employment. However, my results failed to find evidence for that prediction. Intervention
participation did not result in behavioral self-efficacy, outcome self-efficacy, or confidence
differences compared to participants not in the intervention, after accounting for pre-intervention
levels.
The job search intervention also did not seem to enhance participants’ motivation. In this
study, I observed similar levels of pre-graduation concern, control, and curiosity compared to
participants not in the intervention after controlling for pre-intervention levels. This job search
intervention focused, in part, on teaching time management techniques to help participants
develop their ability to adaptively control their behavior during the job search. Future research
should consider the antecedents of control resources during the job search. In this study, time
management training did not develop intervention participants’ control resources.
Previous research only identified a face-to-face intervention’s effects on participants’
CAARs after six months (Koen et al., 2012). Thus, the time frame used in this research might
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have been too short to capture relevant changes. Still, one focus of this research was to examine
whether an intervention influenced CAARs prior to that six-month point. Results failed to
identify any influence of the intervention on participants’ CAARs one month after the
intervention. Yet, as has been suggested elsewhere, the real benefit of interventions to CAARs
might be inoculation (Koen et al., 2012). Participants in that previous research did not experience
CAAR increases at six months; rather, participants who did not experience the intervention
experienced CAAR decreases. This study’s data collection design might not have allowed
enough time to elapse to capture inoculation effects. Future research should examine the
influence of interventions on CAAR components at multiple points over the course of one year
to identify if interventions do inoculate against declines, rather than directly increasing CAARs.
CAARs are emerging as important predictors of employment quality; however, which
CAARs are most instrumental seems to vary by study. For example, some results show that
curiosity and concern relate more strongly to employment quality, whereas others find that
control and confidence are more strongly related to employment quality (Koen et al., 2012; Zikic
& Klehe, 2006). My exploratory results initially suggest that the individual CAARs might
interact to influence job search behavior. When participants had low levels of concern and high
curiosity levels they tended to exert less effort and engaged in fewer active behaviors when
perceiving their control resources to be high. Similarly, participants reporting high concern and
low curiosity also exerted less effort and engaged in less preparatory and active behavior. Future
research should confirm the interactive effects of CAARs on important job search outcomes. In
fact, the disparate observations from past research concerning which CAAR is most instrumental
might be the result of job search behaviors being differentially influenced dependent upon an
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individual’s CAAR profile. My exploratory results showed that at high control levels,
mismatches between concern and curiosity levels were detrimental to job search effort and
behavior (both preparatory and active). These results open the possibility that the highest levels
of job search motivation might be observed when all CAARs are at high levels. However, future
confirmatory research is needed to validate these exploratory findings.
Contrary to my expectations, participants in the intervention expended less effort and
engaged in fewer preparatory and active job search behaviors. One possible explanation for these
results is that by completing the intervention, participants believed they had made progress
toward their job search goals and could exert effort in other directions, as some motivation
theory suggests (Carver & Scheier, 1982). Alternatively, the design of the intervention might
need revised to be most effective, which is related to my final goal for this study.
My final goal was to provide initial evidence concerning the potential usefulness of an
online job search intervention for training job search skills and enhancing motivation. Evidence
for the usefulness of an online job search intervention has yet to emerge in the current literature
despite calls for such work from past job search intervention meta-analysts (Liu et al., 2014).
This research answers that call by testing whether an online job search intervention can
effectively improve participants’ job search skills and motivation. Given that traditional face-toface interventions typically span multiple hours and even days (Liu et al., 2014; Yanar et al.,
2009), identifying low-effort and cost-effective job search interventions will benefit students
who often experience large degrees of time and financial pressure. However, my results suggest
that much work remains to identify an effective method of online delivery. Future research
should examine different exercises, demonstration formats, and delivery lengths to identify how
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to best engage intervention participants in the learning process. For example, although I included
fictitious narratives about an ostensibly real student’s job search, future designs might use
scripted video clips. Such clips could potentially have a stronger and more memorable impact
than simply reading narratives. Increasing the contents difficulty or detail, adjusting the length of
the session, or using multiple sessions over multiple days might further increase the validity of
online job search interventions.
Alternatively, a deconstructionist approach might provide stronger evidence concerning
the best intervention design for use in undergraduate student populations. Future work should
focus on identifying which of the intervention components are most necessary and effective.
Subsequent testing based on the template provided in this research could first examine the unique
effects of the section designed to increase job search skills knowledge and the section focused on
motivation enhancement. Another interesting direction might be to examine the degree of
effectiveness associated with each of the exercises used in the intervention. Ideally, a systematic
validation of each component would link specific exercises to increases in job search resources
that influence subsequent adaptive job search behaviors. Any validation of a job search
intervention should incorporate not only a pre- to post-intervention measurement design, but
such projects should also conduct longitudinal follow-up assessments to determine the
persistence of any observed training effects.
Several post-hoc considerations are apparent and deserve consideration when planning
future job search interventions aimed at typical undergraduate university students. Future
research should consider alternative intervention designs, information delivery formats, and
procedural timing. In this initial test of an online intervention, I used mainly a text-based
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approach with interactive exercises. This approach increased the usability of the module because
it could be provided via any existing online survey administration software. To maximize
participation and reduce the demand on participants’ time, I created the intervention to last
approximately one hour. That approach is consistent with wise interventions which are relatively
short but impactful. Wise interventions target key psychological processes to result in large and
stable effects on effort expenditures and other outcomes of interest (Eskreis-Winkler et al., 2016;
Walton, 2014). Future interventions might want to combine concepts from wise interventions
into online learning modules. For example, many growth mindset interventions fall into the wise
intervention category (Walton, 2014). Including a growth mindset intervention within an online
job search module might further enhance participants’ motivation. However, future research is
required to validate that suggestion. Still, this research’s exploratory results, given other CAAR
research (e.g., Koen et al., 2012; Zikic & Klehe, 2006), suggest curiosity, concern, and control
might be beneficial starting points for developing wise job search interventions.
Increasing the fidelity of information delivery to be comparable to face-to-face
interventions might be another fruitful direction for future research. Incorporating training
videos, vignettes, and other types of multimedia might further improve the effectiveness of an
online intervention delivery. Media richness theory (Daft, Lengel, & Trevino, 1987) proposes
that communication media can be either rich or lean as an objective property. Media richness
focuses on developing a shared understanding within a given time interval (Sun & Cheng, 2007).
The richer the media, the better the odds that a shared understanding will be achieved. Rich
media provides the capacity for immediate feedback, the ability to transmit using multiple cues,
language variety, and the capacity for the communication medium to have a personal focus (Sun
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& Cheng, 2007). Merging concepts from media richness theory with those of wise interventions
could be a highly fruitful avenue for future research. In fact, this study’s intervention participants
might have experienced information overload. Increasing the variety of presentation formats
might help to engage attention and facilitate information retention.

Limitations and Additional Future Directions

The primary limitation of this study is the high degree of attrition over the three-month
period. A priori power analysis indicated that a minimum of 90 participants were required to
detect a small effect. Although this research initially drew a large sample (N = 185), the final
sample was much smaller (n = 65) after excluding those who left prior to the pre-graduation
assessment or failed to follow instructions. Clearly this is not an insurmountable issue, as data
collection will be continued until the a priori sample estimate is achieved. Small samples are
often typical of longitudinal research examining job search processes (e.g., Budnick & Santuzzi,
2013; Koen et al., 2012), predominately due to attrition. Response rates often drop by as much as
50% from the initial to the final measurement (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). Even though I
followed best practices by providing participation incentives (Goritz, 2006) and sending
completion reminders at each measurement occasion, approximately half of my sample still left
prior to completing the study. Even though this degree of attrition is typical for longitudinal
research, it is relatively low in comparison to the university’s alumni survey attrition rate (i.e.,
approximately 85%). Given that I had completed the planned data collection time course, I used
multiple imputation procedures to replace missing data.
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It is also worth noting that the reported findings might be stronger when excluding
individuals who were already employed or who were likely attending graduate school. Either of
those circumstances might have limited participants’ engagement with the intervention or job
search effort given the lack of pressing need for new employment. Yet, excluding these
participants would have reduced the already small sample size further. Therefore, I chose to
retain all participants regardless of employment status or future education plans. Future research
would benefit from testing technology-mediated job search interventions with individuals
already fully committed to their job search. Still, I randomly assigned participants to receive the
intervention or not, which is a strength of the present design relative to past work that used quasiexperimental designs or that lacked a no-intervention comparison group (e.g., Koen et al., 2012;
see Liu et al., 2014), which is detrimental to internal validity. Random assignment helps to rule
out personal characteristics that might have influenced the results to increase internal validity
necessary for causal interpretations.
This research also would have benefitted from more frequent sampling or sampling over
a longer time frame. Past research only observed significant effects of an intervention on CAARs
after six months. The results of this study captured approximately one month after the
intervention did not find significant differences in CAAR levels based on whether participants
completed the intervention or not. Interestingly, Koen et al. (2012) reported slight reductions in
concern and curiosity three days after the intervention. One week after the intervention my
exploratory results indicated that intervention participants were targeting more high-quality
positions and receiving more high-quality job offers than control condition participants, an effect
that dissipated at the one-month pre-graduation assessment. Very little is currently understood
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about how individuals’ job search behaviors unfold across time and situations. Therefore, future
longitudinal research with multiple and frequent sampling that incorporates longitudinal growth
analyses will provide a better understanding of how CAARs are influenced by job search
interventions, but also of how job search processes unfold over time.
Along with the best time course along which to collect data, future research should also
carefully consider the population that is sampled. To have a high degree of generalizability, I
sampled broadly from within a large university population. Therefore, I captured individuals
across multiple programs and disciplines. Although such broad sampling is useful for
generalizing across individuals, that same strategy might have obscured important findings. For
example, some students might have received more prior job search training than others before
exposure to the intervention. Thus, for some students, the intervention might have served as a
refresher course or booster module rather than as a true intervention. As the module in its present
form focuses on training basic job search skills and motivational processes, future research
would likely benefit from sampling within a more homogeneous population. High school
students preparing for graduation and/or first-time job seekers seem likely populations that could
benefit from the intervention in its current form. Still, future work is required to validate that
assertion.

Conclusion

This study tested a technology-mediated job search intervention to examine the efficacy
of online delivery format when used with undergraduate university students. The results
indicated that much work remains to identify the most effective approach to delivering online job
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search interventions. Future research should use the present module as a base model from which
to revise and test various online job search intervention designs to identify the optimal use of
online interventions for individuals at various career stages.
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Table 20. X2 Attrition Test Results
χ2
df

p

Gender

0.14

169

.71

Enrollment Status

0.57

168

.45

Internship Status

0.05

166

.82

Seeking Internship

0.11

167

.75

Work Status

4.04

168

.26

Race

5.20

168 .26*

Graduate School Plans

7.68

169 .10*

Job Search Start Date

2.21

157 .83*

Major

15.20 169 .12*

Condition

3.18

Note. * = Fisher's exact p-value.

171

.08
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Table 21. Levene's Test Results
Time 1
Time 3
F(1, 63) p F(1, 63) p
0.01
.93
0.14
.71
2.52
.12
1.52
.22
0.98
.33
5.20
.03
0.75
.39
0.14
.71

Variable
Concern
Control
Curiosity
Confidence
SE Behavior

2.00

.16

1.31

.26

SE Outcome

0.73

.40

0.34

.56

Prep Behavior

0.02

.88

0.84

.36

Act Behavior
Gen Effort

0.06
0.18

.81
.68

3.69
1.08

.06
.30

Table 22. Shapiro-Wilks Tests for Normality and Covariate-Manipulation Independence Test
Time 1

Time 3

CMIT
F(1, 63)
2.07
0.99
0.05
2.01
0.03

Variable
Concern
Control
Curiosity
Confidence

W
.98
.95
.97
.98

p
36
.01
.18
.27

W
.96
.97
.97
.97

p
.05
.15
.14
.18

p
.16
.32
.83
.16
.86

SE Behavior

.98

.37

.98

.39

SE Outcome

.99

.73

.96

.03

0.51

.48

Prep Behavior

.98

.42

.97

.10

0.03

.88

Act Behavior
Gen Effort

.90
.93

< .001
.001

.91
.94

<.001
.002

1.30
3.58

.26
.06
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Table 23. Regression Slope Homogeneity Assumption Test Results
Variable
Concern
Control
Curiosity
Confidence
SE Behavior

F(1, 61)
0.90
0.00
0.95
2.26
1.35

p
.35
.99
.33
.14
.25

SE Outcome

0.06

.81

Prep Behavior

1.74

.19

Act Behavior

0.08

.78

Gen Effort
0.00
df (1,54); only results in table are for interaction

.98

1.00

1.00
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Email Invitation
You are invited to participate in research conducted by researchers at Northern Illinois
University to better understand how to help students prepare for their job search; an important,
but understudied issue. If you want to participate, please read the information below and then
follow the link to consent and begin session one.
Qualifications:
• 18 years or older
• A current NIU student
• A Senior
• Graduating this semester
• Able to read and understand English
Commitment: This is a 5 session online study with the first session completed immediately upon
providing consent. You will then be assigned to complete an interactive exercise either one week
later or at the study’s conclusion, which lasts approximately 60 minutes. All remaining sessions
last approximately 25 minutes. One month before and after graduating, you will complete
additional surveys. All sessions are online. Approximately 3 hours of your time is expended
over two months.
Confidentiality: Your responses are confidential and only reported in the aggregate.
Compensation: For each study session you complete, you will receive one entry into a drawing
for one of 10 $25.00 cash gifts. You can earn up to five entries into that drawing by completing
all five study sessions. Completing all five study session will additionally earn you a guaranteed
$25.00 cash award, plus one entry into a drawing for one of two $125.00 cash gifts.
If you have questions, please contact the principal investigator:
Christopher J. Budnick
Doctoral Candidate
Northern Illinois University
chrisjbudnick@gmail.com
Next: If you meet the qualifications and wish to participate follow this link to consent and start
session one:
qualtrics link goes here
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Recruitment Statement/Electronic Consent
INFORMED CONSENT
You are invited to participate in research examining college seniors’ job search experiences. This
study is being conducted by Christopher J. Budnick, M.A., a graduate student in the Psychology
Department of Northern Illinois University, under the supervision of Dr. Larissa K. Barber,
Assistant Professor. The purpose of this study is to better understand college students’ job search
experiences and behaviors as they near their graduation.
Study Qualifications: Qualified participants will:
• Be at least 18 years old
• Be a student currently enrolled at NIU
• Be of Senior class standing
• Be in your final semester before graduating
• Be able to read and understand English fluently.
Study Protocol: If you consent to participate in this study, you will be directed to an initial
online survey asking about your job search behaviors to date, personal characteristics, and
demographic information. You will then be assigned to complete an interactive exercise either
one week after that survey or as the final study session. You will be emailed URLs to access
each study session. The links will remain active for one week, after which each link will no
longer work. You will be emailed additional links to complete surveys one week after session
none and, one month before and after you graduate. You should complete all sessions as soon as
possible after receiving the emailed link, but no later than one week after the link was received.
Time Commitment: The total anticipated time commitment for the initial survey is less than 25
minutes. The interactive exercise is expected to take approximately 60 minutes to complete. The
remaining three surveys are similar in length to the initial survey and should take no longer than
25 minutes to complete. Regardless of when you complete the interactive exercise session, you
will spend approximately three hours completing study materials at various session over the twomonth study period.
Foreseeable Risks: Risks to you as a participant are minimal. Your responses to the surveys will
be confidential. To prevent threats to your confidentiality, once the data from the multiple
sessions is linked all potentially identifiable information will be removed from the final data set.
The data will be retained in an electronic data file on a password-protected computer. No master
list will be kept after the study is completed that would allow us to connect data with identifiable
information. This study’s results will only be reported in the aggregate.
Voluntary Participation: Your participation is voluntary. You may choose not to participate or
to withdraw from this study at any time without penalty. You may also choose not to answer
questions that you are not comfortable answering. If you have any additional questions
concerning this study, please contact Christopher J. Budnick (chrisjbudnick@gmail.com). If you
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have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact Northern Illinois
University’s Office of Research Compliance (815-753-8588).
Study Benefits: You benefit from this study by contributing to research in an important but
understudied area and through exposure to the research process.
Compensation: For each study session you complete, you will receive one entry into a drawing
for one of 10 $25.00 cash gifts. You can earn up to five entries into that drawing by completing
all five study sessions. Completing all five study session will additionally earn you a guaranteed
$25.00 cash award, plus one entry into a drawing for one of two $125.00 cash gifts.
By selecting “Proceed to the Initial Survey,” you certify that you are 18 years of age or older,
meet the participant qualifications specified in the study invitation, and provide your informed
consent to participate.
– It is advised that you print or save a copy of this consent form for your records –
o Proceed to the Initial Survey
o Exit Survey
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Demographics Questionnaire
Instructions: Please respond honestly to the following questions about your demographics
information.
Demographic Questionnaire Items:
1. Please select the semester and year you are graduating:
Spring 2016
Summer 2016
Fall 2016
Spring 2017
Summer 2017
Fall 2017
Spring 2018 or later Unsure
Prefer Not to Answer
2. Considering your graduation date, when do you intend to begin seeking employment?
I am currently seeking a job
Within the next 3 months
Within the next 4-6 months
Within the next 7-9 months
Within the next 10-12 months
Over a year from now or more
3. Do you currently have an internship?
Yes No
Prefer Not to Answer
4. Are you currently seeking an internship?
Yes No
Prefer Not to Answer
5. Are you planning to attend graduate school?
Yes, I have already been accepted
I am currently unsure

Yes, I have applied
No

Yes, I am planning to apply
Prefer Not to Answer

6. Which option below best represents your current working status? Please exclude
internship or volunteer work.
Full-time employee (regularly work 30 hours or more per week)
Part-time employee (regularly work less than 30hrs per week)
Seasonal employee (irregular work hours based on time of year)
I am currently not employed
Prefer Not to Answer
7. What is your age in years?
8. What is your gender?
Male/Female/Prefer not to answer
9. What is your race/ethnicity?
White (not Hispanic)/Hispanic/Black/American Indian or Alaskan
Native/Asian or Pacific Islander/Other (specify)/Prefer not to answer
10. What is your year in college?
Freshman/Sophomore/Junior/Senior/Graduate Student
11. Are you a full-time or part-time student?
Full-time Student/Part-time Student
12. What is your major?
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Career Adapt-Abilities Scale –International/USA Version (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012;
Porfeli & Savickas, 2012)
Scale: 5 = Strongest; 4 = Very Strong; 3 = Strong; 2 = Somewhat Strong; 1 = Not Strong
Instructions: Different people use different strengths to build their careers. No one is good at
everything; each of us emphasizes some strengths more than others. Please rate how strongly you
have developed each of the following abilities using the scale below.
CAAR Concern Items:
1. Thinking about what my future will be like.
2. Realizing that today’s choices shape my future.
3. Preparing for the future.
4. Becoming aware of the educational and vocational choices that I must make.
5. Planning how to achieve my goals.
6. Concerned about my career.
CAAR Control Items:
1. Keeping upbeat.
2. Making decisions by myself.
3. Taking responsibility for my actions.
4. Sticking up for my beliefs.
5. Counting on myself.
6. Doing what’s right for me.
CAAR Curiosity Items:
1. Exploring my surroundings.
2. Looking for opportunities to grow as a person.
3. Investigating options before making a choice.
4. Observing different ways of doing things.
5. Probing deeply into questions I have.
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6. Becoming curious about new opportunities.
CAAR Confidence Items:
1. Performing tasks efficiently.
2. Taking care to do things well.
3. Learning new skills.
4. Working up to my ability.
5. Overcoming obstacles.
6. Solving problems.
Job Search Self-Efficacy (Saks et al., 2015)
Scale: 1 = Not at all confident; 5 = Totally confident
Instructions: Please indicate how confident you are that you can successfully engage in the
behaviors listed below while looking for a job.
Job Search Behavior Self-Efficacy Items:
1. Use social networks to obtain job leads.
2. Prepare resumes that will get you job interviews.
3. Impress interviewers during employment interviews.
4. Make “cold calls” that will get you a job interview.
5. Conduct information interviews to find out about careers and jobs that you are
interested in pursuing.
6. Prepare a sales pitch that will attract the interest of employers.
7. Plan and organize a weekly job search schedule.
8. Find out where job openings exist.
9. Use a variety of sources to find job opportunities.
10. Search for and find good job opportunities.
Job Search Outcome Self-Efficacy Items:
11. Obtain more than one job offer.
12. Be successful in your job search.
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13. Be invited for job interviews.
14. Get a job offer in an organization that you want to work in.
15. Get a job offer for a job that you really want.
16. Get a job as soon as possible.
17. Get a job with a very good salary.
18. Be invited for second interviews.
19. Be invited for site visits.
20. Obtain a very good job.
Job Search Behavior Scale (Blau, 1993; Saks & Ashforth, 1999)
Job Search Behaviors Scales: 1 = Never (0 times); 2 = Rarely (1 or 2 times); 3 = Occasionally (3
to 5 times); 4 = Frequently (6 to 9 times); 5 = Very Frequently (at least 10 times)
General Effort Scales: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither Disagree Nor Agree; 4 =
Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree
Instructions: Please indicate how frequently you have engaged in the behaviors below during the
last 30 days when looking for a job.
Preparatory Job Search Behavior Items:
1. Read the help wanted/classified ads online, in a newspaper, journal, or professional
association.
2. Prepared or revised your resume.
3. Read a book or article (including online articles) about getting a job.
4. Talked with friends, relatives, or academic advisors about possible job leads.
5. Spoke with previous employers or business acquaintances about their knowing of
potential job leads.
6. Used current within company resources (e.g., colleagues) to generate potential job
leads.
7. Conducted information interviews to find out about careers and jobs that you are
interested in pursuing.
8. Analyzed your interests and abilities to determine the best job for you.
Active Job Search Behavior Items:
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9. Listed yourself as a job applicant online (e.g., LinkedIn), in a newspaper, journal, or
professional association.
10. Sent out resumes to potential employers.
11. Filled out a job application.
12. Had a job interview with a prospective employer.
13. Contacted an employment agency, executive search firm, or state employment
service.
14. Contacted a prospective employer.
Active Job Search Behavior Frequency and Quality
1. How many jobs have you applied for in the last 30 days?
a. How many of those applications were for jobs that strongly fit your
qualifications?
b. How many of those applications were for jobs that strongly fit your career
interests?
2. How many resumes have you submitted in the last 30 days?
a. How many of those resumes were submitted to jobs that strongly fit your
qualifications?
b. How many of those resumes were submitted to jobs that strongly fit your career
interests?
General Job Search Effort (Intensity) Items:
18. Spent a lot of time looking for a job.
19. Devoted much effort to looking for jobs.
20. Focused your time and effort on job search activities.
21. Gave your best effort to find a job.
Employment Status
3. How many interview offers have you received in the last 30 days?
a. How many of those interviews were for jobs that strongly fit your qualifications?
b. How many of those interviews were for jobs that strongly fit your career
interests?
4. How many job offers have you received in the last 30 days?
a. How many of those offers were for jobs that strongly fit your qualifications?
b. How many of those offers were for jobs that strongly fit your career interests?
5. Which option below best represents your current working status?
a. Full-time employee (regularly work 30 hours or more per week)
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b. Part-time employee (regularly work less than 30 hours per week)
c. Seasonal employee (irregular work hours based on time of year)
d. I am currently not employed
e. Prefer not to answer
6. Skip logic – if respondent answers a, b, or c above, then:
a. Is this position different from any job(s) you held as an undergraduate (e.g., new
employment field; promoted post-graduation)?
Resource Use
Note: Only intervention condition participants respond to this item.
1. During the last 30 days, did you use the downloadable resources (provided at the end of
the learning module) during your job search?
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Note. This table is adapted from the work of Wanberg et al., 2012.
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Note. This table is adapted from Northern Illinois University’s Career Services Handout: #C17 06-12.
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Thank you for participating in this study!
If you have concerns about your rights as a participant in this study, please contact NIU’s Office
of Research Compliance at (815) 753-8588,
If the completion of this study instigated any unintended distress or psychological discomfort,
please contact NIU’s Counseling & Consultation Services at (815) 753-1206.
You will receive $5 cash for each study session you completed in a timely manner and a $5 cash
bonus for the timely completion of all five study sessions.
Within 10 days of completing this study, you will receive an email with instructions for claiming
your cash gift.
If you completed all five study sessions, you will be entered into a drawing to win one of two
$125 cash gifts. The drawing will take place at the end of data collection for the study. Winning
participants will receive an email with instructions on how to claim their cash gift.
Please enter your Z-ID to receive credit:
_______________________________

